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Understanding the exceptional child
The education of exceptional children In the "regular classroom is the pressing Issue challenging education. Many trends and programs have swept through the Institution of education without disturbing the established "truths." Perhaps, the most far reaching changes are embodied in PL 94·142. The new law's (PL 94-142) requirements for extensive and early Identification, full service program alternatives, due process guarantees, non-discriminatory testing and evaluation assurances and regular parent or guardian Involvement are perplexing and extensive.
The list of requirements continues with stipulations for maintenance of programs and procedures for comprehensive personnel development Including In-service training, a guarantee of confidentiality of data and Information, special education offered In the least restrictive alternative, surrogate parents for children who have no known parent or guardian and .the right of all handicapped children to a free, appropriate public education, at no cost to parents or guardian.
These educational assurances to children and .their parents cannot be considered a trend, and no longer can it be viewed as a movement. They are now mandates. Th' e potential impact of the compliance requirements may modify educational traditions, existing services and sanctitites more than any other recent challenges and inventions.
Teaching and administrative skills, long neglected, but now crucial to the effectiveness of responsible education must be developed and practiced. Communication skills become Increasingly Important and necessary. People from a variety of disciplines will be required to function as a team. Parents, and perhaps children, will become members of a working team. They will have a great deal to learn about communicating their personal experiences and expectations for their children.
The attitude of school personnel towards exceptional children is the cornerstone to offering an education In the least restrictive alternative. A teacher that feels little responsibility to an.exceptional student placed in his/her classroom will probably not be supportive of the student nor will he/she model a level of acceptance to other class members.
If PL 94-142 Is Implemented only to meet the "letter of the law," then the potentially good aspects for education will be largely missed. Individual educational plans that will be most helpful in meeting student's needs will demand considerable attention and time. The development of the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) has the potential of being a constructive effort promoting a relationship among core people who support a student's efforts and achievement. If this joint effort is less than successful, the Intent and support will be undermined.
The opportunity for education to become personal and relevant is here. As educators, we shall soon know If we have the necessary comm itment to a better education for all children. Educators must accept and work with shared decision making . Building administrators will have new responsibilities and more meetings to faci litate.
The responsibilities of all who are part of the teaching and support team may need to be established or clarified. Seldom will the major responsibility of education of an identified exceptional child rest with only one person. General and special education will need to Interface, accepting supportive assistance from other resources. If any member of the team presumes to have· greater expertise or feels they carry more responsibility In managing the educational program, barriers and breakdowns are likely to occur.
An appreciation by the teachers for Individual differences and abilities will forecast the sue· cess of the educational placement of the student. Compliance of programs and procedures can be legislated, but attitudes can seldom be altered by command. Positive teacher attitude may be facilitated by requiring introductory courses that provide awareness of children with a variety of characteristics, abilities and needs. Such courses should be offered early in pre-service educational programs. Other measures should be taken to train future and present teachers in curriculum and management strategies that assure attention to individual needs.
The notion that classrooms will be primarily for homogeneous groups can no longer be promoted. Greater appreciation and understanding for differences in people can begin with the acknowledging and accepting of differences in childre. n and their needs in the educational setting.
Phyllis Kearns Coordinator of the Dean's Grant Meeting the special needs of excep· tional children is a responsibility to be shared by all educators. Since the early nineteen hundreds, most of the classes established for special education students in the United States have been seg regated, setf·contained classes designed for children In specific categorical classifications, i.e.: mentally retarded, emotionally dis· turbed or learning disabled .
Mainstreaming
These were the students that also were affected by the compulsory attendance law that stated their education was complete alter they reached 16 years of age. or had completed the eighth grade.
In the last decade the need to bridge the gap between regular education and special education has been emphasized by both researchers and court litigations. Teaching handicapped and non·ha ndlcapped chil dren together In the same classroom Is the greatest challenge that faces both regular and special ed ucators as we look to the future .
The term " mai nstreaming " refers to the integration of studen ts with special needs Into a resource room, while remaining as much a part o f the regular school program as possible. Mainstreaming Involve s focusing on a st udent's specific needs and abilities rather than on categorical labels such as "educ ationall y h an dicapped ," " learning disabled"
or " mentally retarded.'' The specifics of a mainstreaming program are to provide the student with ef· fective, appropriate Instruction without depriving the student of the social and personal benefits of the regular classroom.
It is difficult to avoid not being a proponent for the mainstreaming concept after considering the implications of the Education for all Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94·142). This law, and the guaranteed civi l rights law of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Ac t of 1973, both In· elude the right to equality of educational opportunity not confined to those labeled brig ht or normal.
The most important words in this provision are "ap· proprlate" and " least restrictive environment." It is a misconception to assume that least restrictive en· vlron ment automatically means that all handicapped students will be mainstreamed. For some students, the least restrictive environment could indeed be a com· bination of the regular classroo m and resource room for periods of varied times and activities. For other children, the least restrictive environment may be a self-contained program.
Each individual student covered by the law Is to have an individualized written Instruc tional plan designed for his or her special education needs. Th is plan must be reevaluated on at least an annual basis by appropriate protessional personnel and the parents or guardian of the chi Id. The program should be developed so as to Integrate the chlld into the regular classroom or regular school ac· tivltles as much as possible. Students for whom In· tegrated prog rams are not appropriate must be provided an educat ional plan requiri ng fu ll time placement in a reso urc e room or self·cont ained classroom. The major prob lem with educators acce pting main· streaming or the resource room co ncept is that there has never been a clear understanding of what either concept means. Most school d istricts have made their own in· terpretatlons , and these Interpretations have often been more In favor of administration, and not necessarily in the best interest of the special education pupils.
The resource room model has been developed for children requiring special education support, but who also ) need " regular" education if their " self" concept, as well as other social and emotional aspects of a child, are to develop normally. The primary goal of the resource room is to provide the kind of instructional suppo rt to both the child and his teacher that makes It feasible for the chil d to ret urn to the regular class. The authors see mainstreaming as a treatment approach for special education students, and the resource room concept as the place where the special education train ing will be conducted. The child, no matter what the disability or problem, should never be placed In the reso urce room over three o r four hours a day. If the child needs more than the recom mended three or four hours, he o r she should be in a self-contai ned classroom. It is essential that the overall emphasis of the program be o n ex_periencing success.
Since the nineteen-sixt ies there has been strong support from ed ucators to move from teaching special ed ucation students by categorical label, to mainstreaming special education with individualized programming. Ad · vocates of mainstreaming do not believe that teachers c an teach by labels. Therefore, teachers and psychologists must be responsible for evaluating each child, finding his or her individual strengths and weaknesses and deve loping a comprehensive and effective individual ed u· cati onal plan from those findings.
Chaffin (197 4) listed t he following factors that have contributed to school districts ch anging their delivery system for educating mildly and moderately retarded child ren.
1. The eq uivocal results of research dealing wi th the effec tiveness of special classes for the mildly retarded. 2. The recognition that many of the diagnos tic Instruments used for identifying retarded chi ldren were culturally biased, which often resulted in inappropriate diagnosis and placement of children into special classes for the retarded. 3. The realiza tion o n the part of special educators that the effecls of " labeling" a child may be more debilitating than the d iagnosed han· dlcapped . 4. Co urt litigation in special education retated to placement practices and the rights of children to appropriate educational treatment. Other leaders in the field that have stated similar positions are Du nn, 1968; Dunn, 1973; Tilley, 1970; Kalstoe, 1972; Hammil l and Wied erho lt, 1972. Hammill and Welderholt (1972) listed some procedures and policies that were classified as acceptable in ea rlier years, but have been reviewed and later reclassified as being " contro versial." The points in question are in regard to the placement of children with learn ing and behavioral di s or -ders: 1.) The use of the traditional psycho-medical di bility classification system, with its heavy emphasis on " d iagnosis" and " labeling," 2.) The criteria em ployed by school personnel to d esignate children as handicapped, and 3.) The use of the special class as the only or primary vehicle for providing services to the handicapped . Because of these and other difficult ies in classifying children with learning and behavior problems into distinc t c ategories, teachers are confronted with an unfair share o f the responsibil ity for the individual ch ild's education. The teacher Is trained to write ind ividual education programs, but is not trained to leach accord ing to the unknown qualities denoted by labels or categories.
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We have reviewed the problems of sett-contained classrooms, categorical classification, reiflc atlon and the basic elements o f the current law requiring the leas t restric tive, appropriate envi ronmen t. We must now exami ne some of the shortcoming s of mainstreaming, and specific ways that local school districts can provide a more effec tive and appropriate program for more children. The authors do not mean to suggest that there are any I nstan t formulas for resolving the shortcomings listed. However, all are resolvable with a cooperative effort on the parl of all educators. Solutions to these problems tend to fall into four basic areas: 1.) Training; 2.) Organization; 3.) Communicalion; and 4.) Support. Lei's look at each of these In detail.
Shortcomings

Training:
It Is apparent that a lot o f mi sinformation and in· dividual interpretation exists at all levels regarding the concept o f mainstreaming. Teacher traini ng institutions must adjust to meet the new emphasis in special education, but so must local education agencies in the form of preservloe and inservice programs. Ad· ministrators, special and regular teachers, anci llary peronnel and parents must all become adequately informed as to the roles, responsibllllles, and changing emphasis of special education. General coursework in special education should become a requirement for racer· tification for both teachers and administrators. In ad· ditlon, Incentive programs should be implemented for parent training and to promo te their increased in· volvement in the educational process . A significant part of personnel training should include release time and opportunities to visit and observe other programs and approaches used in the field.
Organization:
The organ izational structure and policies of special services to children must maintain an element of flexibility if the emphasis of lhe program is to be on the In· dlvldual. There must be a willingness to modify methods, materi als and levels of placement according to changing needs. Opportunities for sharing and exchanging both materials and ideas is essential for an effective prog ram. At the same time, it is important to maintain written long and short term objectives, with well defined time lines and specific support services required, as a means of insuring steady, significant progress. Procedures for monitoring and evaluating progress must be well established, with clea rly established responsibi lities for the assignment of grades.
Communication:
It has been said that it is lmpossi ble to not communicate . Though this may be true, much of the communication occurring In education is either a result of chance, or beco mes engulfed In " hidden agendas" andior barriers to the effective shari ng of Information. Planned conferences, programmed lunches and newsletters can all facilitate improved communication and awareness. Specific times should be designated for the purpose of reviewing s tudent progress by all persons invo l ved w it h the student, including the parents. Administrators, staff and parents must all communicate open ly for optimum program effectiveness.
Support:
Providing appropriate, comprehensive educational services requires more lhan an Individual effort by a few teachers. Supportive personnel are an essential part o f any educational program. Elementary level co unselo rs, e ducational co ns ultant s, media spec ia l ists, d iagnosticians and paraprofessionals all contribute slgniflcantly to a well balanced approach to providing special student services. Support personnel can assume a greater role in the implementation of informal and formal standard ized remediation techniques. Teachers also need to be Informed as to the community resources available which might provide alternatives or additional support to the special education program. Perhaps the most critical problem is that of financial support. Sufficient funds are necessary to support program needs at all level s. Distric ts need to review their priorities, and attempt to lend maximum financial support to providing appropriate, equal education to all students. Funding, as well as staff assignments, might be better alloted by using a " weighted" FTE, based upon the degree of severity In determining the numbers In a special educ ation class. In additio n, federal funds are still readily available for fl· nancing special projects In special education. Parents, and other special interest groups, can be extremely help -ful in gaining support for special programs.
Meeting the special needs of exceptional children Is a responsibility to be shared by all educators. Main· streaming should be viewed as nothing more than an ad· minlstrative arrangement designed to provide the least res trictive and most appropriate program possible to meel the Individual needs of tnese children . '1978 Probably no children are less welcome in regular educational classrooms than those who present behavioral and emotional disorders. In the past, where pub I ic school programs have been provided for such children, they have generally involved separation of the disturbing child from the regu lar program into special selfcontained classes, resource rooms or home bound instruction (Schultz, Hirshoren, Manton & Henderson, 197l) .
Reterences
For a number of years, concern has been expressed by some educators regarding the efficacy, as well as the ethical issues, involved in educating children who are mildly mentally retarded in segregated programs (Dunn, 1968; Goldstein, Moss & Jordan, 1965) , since most re· search conducted in this vein has failed to demonstrate significant, stable academic and social gains for children in these programs.
Most studies that have examined educational interventions for emotionally disturbed/behavior disordered children have not evaluated the efficacy of entire programs, but have concentrated on the effectiveness of particular methods or techniques (Zabel and Wood, 1977) . However, the few comparative studies involving entire programs have also generally not substantiated the longterm efficacy of either resource rooms (Glavin, 1974) or special self-contained classes (Quay, Werry, McQueen & Spragu.e, 1966; O'Leary and Schneider, 1977) for producl ng either academic or behavioral gains.
There is also some evidence that "spontaneous" im· provement or remission of symptoms occurs over time with as many as 2/3 of chi ldren who are considered emotionally disturbed (Glavin, 1972; Vaac, 1972; Zax, Cowen, Rappaport, Beach and Laird, 1968) .
In addition to growing educational and ethical concern about the appropriateness of different educational settings for exceptional children, including the emotionally disturbed, the recent Education of All Handicapped Children Act (1975) adds legal and financial pressures from the federal level to provide appropriate education of exceptional chi ldren in the least restrictive settings. For several years, the Bureau for Education of the Handicapped has sought to encourage less restrictive education, as evidenced in their financial support of the so·called Dean's Projects intended to promote the development of teacher-training programs emphasizing preparation for "mainstreaming" handicapped children.
Even with legal and financial promotion, however, the question remains of just what constitutes appropriate and least restrictive education for emotionally disturbed children. A recent comprehensive (guide) bibliography on "mainstreami ng" did not include any references dealing with disturbed children (Peterson, 1976) . While much has been published regarding conceptual concerns and implementation ot mainstream programs for children with other handicaps, the first collection of articles addressing mainstreaming of emotionally d isturbed children has only recenliy been published (Pappanlkou and Paul, 1977 
Defining emotional disturbance
No instrument has yet been devised to accurately determine the existence of emotional or behavioral problems, and it is unlikely that any ever will be. Some handicapping conditions (e.g., visual, auditory, and orthopedic handicaps) can be partly determined on the basis ot physical or physiological measures. For others (e.g., mental retardation, learning disabilities) there are diagnostic instruments purported to objectively indicate something about general ability and/or particular learning patterns of children . As inappropriate as some of these measures may sometimes be for educational plann ing, at least they provide a systematic means for diagnosing the handicapping condition. Jn determining emotional disturbance, on the other hand, diagnosis is based largely upon judgment. It is a normative decision.
Widely differing theories regarding the nature of disturbance have been proposed (Rhodes and Tracy, 1974) . Some view disturbance as representing underlying biophysical or psychological dysfunctions. Others ignore underlying pathology and concentrate on the form of behavior itself, how it is learned and why it is socially deviant. In addition, ecological analyses of emotional disturbance, postulating a clash between ''culture bearers" and " culture violators" resulting in alienation, have been presented as an additional interpretation of disturbance. These major theoretical interpretations of emotional d isturbance have also been challenged by "counter theorists" who analyze the "illusion of normality" (Rhodes, 1977) .
It seems justified to view emotional d isturbance as taking many forms, perhaps as varied as the individuals and settings Involved. Essentially, it may indicate the perception by one person of another person's deviance. Jn school settings, this usually means the perception of disturbance In a child by school authorities (teachers, administrators, psychologists, etc.).
Incidence of emotional disturbance
Like defining disturbance, estimates of incidence rates in school-aged populations are difficult to pin down. Schultz, et al. (1971) reported that state education direc· tors' estimates range from .05 to 15 percent, with the modal value (in 15 states) being 2 percent and overall distribution of estimates at about 2.5-3.0 percent. 2 percent is also the widely.cited figure of the United States Of · lice of Education (Mackie, 1969; Froomkln, 1972) .
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However, there is apparently little basis for these estimates other than "expert opinion" (Wood and Zabel, 1978) , and several field studies which have been based largely upon teacher judgments of disturbance have yielded considerably higher rates. For example, studies In· vol vi ng elementary·aged populations have yielded estimates of 22 percent (Stennett, 1966), 28 percent (Rubin and Balow, 1971 ) , and 24 percent (Salvia, Schultz and Chapin, 1974) . In a study involving students in Kindergarten through grade 12, Kelly, Bullock and Dykes (1977) found that teachers identified 20 percent as behavior disordered.
What can on. e make of these apparent disparities between incidence estimates ranging from 1.2 to 28 percent? A partial answer may be suggested in a report of the Joint Commission on Mental Health of Children (1969) which discussed emotional disturbance on a continuum of severity. The Commission estimated that 0.67 percent of the child population are psychotic, 2-3 percent are "severely disturbed," and another 8-10 percent are afflicted with emotional problems calling for specialized services.
This type of estimate, based upon severity of disturbance may be related to the low "official" incidence figures and the higher teacher estimates cited above. A number of interpretations may be offered concerning the diflerences between experts and teachers in estimating the prevalance of behavior problems. One interpretation might be that teachers are less tolerant ol problem behavior than administrators or clinicians. A related, though perhaps more reasonable, interpretation is that teachers have more contact with groups of children than either clinicians or school administrators and are thus exposed to more problem behavior (Wood and Zabel, 1978) . Of course, measurement procedures used in screening studies can also strongly influence incidence estimates (Salvia, et al, 1974 ).
There Is evidence that different teachers view emotional disturbance differently. Balow and Rubin (1977) found that 58 percent of a sample of 370 students In a longitudinal study were classified as behavior problems by at least one teacher during six consecutive years of screening, yet only 3 percent were rated behavior problems by all six teachers. Apparently, over the years, al l teachers do not view the same children as problems, yet the above studies do indicate that each year teachers see a large percentage of their students as behavior problems.
Provision of programs for disturbed children
While teachers view as many as 20·30 percent of their students as problems, a much smaller number-probably nearer the low incidence figures of 2·3 percent-can be viewed as serious, chronic problems reciuiring specialized interventions In more restrictive educational settings such as residential schools, self-contained classes or even resource rooms. In some cases, with proper programming and support, even some of these more disturbed children can be maintained In regular programs (Moller, 1964) .
Obviously, the majority of disturbing children should remain in regular classrooms with regular teachers and typical peer models. It is unreasonable and unjustified to segregate 20-30 percent of the school-aged population into special programs. Indeed, paying too close attention to EOUCA TION.Al CONSIOERA TIONS ! I possibly transient problem behavior may actually cause them to persist and Intensify.
Does this mean that nothing should be done with the large number of troublesome children remaining in regular programs? No, it should not be assumed that, because children in this category do not present chronic kinds of disturbances or because their behavior does not concern every teacher, the issue should be ignored. Some kinds of support should be provided for teachers to help them deal with the problem behavior.
Support for regular classroom teachers
Support for teachers in dealing with disturbing behavior cou Id take a variety of forms. Because of the apparent size of the problem; and since it Is a major source of teachers' concern, it is important to provide services in both pre-service and in-service teacher training.
In teacher-training .programs, for Instance, teachers should be taught to expect behavioral and emotional variety and deviance in thei r regular classrooms. Developmental perspectives, including study of behavioral deviations from normal patterns of development should be an explicit part of training teachers lor "mainstream" education. Efforts should also be made to arrange practicum experiences In "mainstream" programs that include children with a variety of exceptionalities.
Regular classroom teachers should also be taught that, for most problem behavior, highly specialized training is not required. Research (cited above) has generally shown regular programs to be as beneficial for emotionally disturbed . children as separate special programs. Regular class teachers should be taught that teachers who are good managers of emotionally disturbed ch lldren are usually those who are good managers of typical children (Kounln, Frieisen and Norton, 1966; Kounin and Abradovic, 1968) . They should also be aware that emotional disturbance is not contagious. There is no evidence that the presence of an emotionally disturbed child in a class has a detrimental effect on the behavior of non-disturbed students (Saunders, 1971) .
Both pre-and in-service training for regular classroom teachers should emphasize behavior management skills. These need not be especially complex, sophisticated, or time consuming but rather emphasize basic classroom and group management techniques of a non intrusive nature that have been shown to have an impact on the efficient operation of classrooms. Examples of such techniques are the "antiseptic manipulation of surface behaviors" outlined by Redl and Wineman (1952) which in· elude specific procedures for defusing potentially troublesome behavior in ways that are also therapeutic. Kounin (1970) has described some related types of teacher behaviors, such as "wlth·it·ness" (ways of communicating the teacher' s awareness of what is going on in the classroom, "group alerting" (keeping students alert and on-task), and "slowdowns and smoothness" (initiation and maintenance of the class's movement). Techniques such as these are fundamental to successfu I management of groups of chi ldren and probably contribute more to a positive classroom atmosphere and improvements in problem behavior than much of the more complicated, in· trusive programming requiring special ized training.
In addition to pre-and in-service training con· siderations, regular teachers working with disturbed children in their classes could benefit from actual day-to · day assistance to deal with the children's disturbing SPRING, 1976 behavior as well as the stress they themselves experience. A possible vehicle for providing this kind of support could be resource teachers serving as consultants. These per· sons would be able to assist teachers with specific management problems by actively observing, collecting data, monitoring behavioral programs, providing advice regarding modifications in materials and curriculum, as well as offering support, encouragement and perhaps "ti me out" relief to teachers by directly assisting in classroom programs.
It may be that the individual who could successfully fulfill the demands of such a role would be an exceptional person. It may also be that the role could be jointly filled by a team of personnel who already operate in schools. Principals, counselors and resource room teachers often may jointly have the skills to effectively provide support for regular classroom teachers dealing with emotionally disturbing children . however, these children represented less than 5 percent of Head Start's total enrollment. En rollment of pre· schoolers needing special education and other special services was mandated by the 1972 amendments to Head Start legislation (P.L. 92·424) which required " that not less than 10 percentum o r the total enrollment opportunities In the Nation ... shall be available for handicapped children" (Klein and Randolph, 1974) . This requirement marked the beginning o f the application o f mainstreaming to early c hildhood education (Nazzaro, 1974; Cohen . 1975; Bogdan. 1976; Garfunkel, 1976) , and by 1973, 29,000 handicapped children joined Head Start classes. Whil e the wisdom of this Congressional mandate has been questioned (Bogdan, 1976) , the fact remains that this legislation brought great numbers of handicapped c hildren in contact with their non-handicapped peers.
Conclusions
Of course, Head Start programs have not been the only preschools to integrate normal and handicapped c hildren. Numerous programs have been reported in the literature. including those of Winkelsteln, et. al. (1974) and Bricker and Bricker (1973; 1976) Integrating retarded children; Pollack and Ernst (1973) and Strattner (1974) for hearing impaired or deaf children; and Lewis (1973) for various disabilities.
In addition to already existing programs, passage of PL 94-142, with Its pre-sc hool program incentive will no doubt result In the formation o f more programs in· tegrating handicapped and non-handicapped pre-school children .
Two reasons often presented in support of nonsegregated programs for handicapped young children are, first, that early exposure to handicapped children will foster tolerance and acceptance by both the nonhandicapped young children and their parents (Bricker and Bricker, 1976; Wolfensberger, 1972) , and sec ond, that the presence of non-handicapped peer models will contribute to the learning of young handicapped ch ildren. (Bricker and Bricker, 1976; Allep, 1974) Both of these rationales seem sound and sensible on the surface, but if they are to be used as reasons for creating mainstream programs, they must be examined critically.
Attitude studies ft is often assumed by special educators that . early exposure to handicapped individuals will do much to alleviate fear and prejudice in non-handicapped Individuals. One argument often presented to s upport the establishment of mainstream programs Is that such programs w ill acquaint normal chil dren wilh those who are handicapped. The assumption is that this early experience wlll make the non-handicapped group more tolerant and accepting, both as c hildren and as adults. This is certainly a worthy goal, but there Is very little research to support it. Studies examining change in altitude are fai rly rare in education, and sociological studies tend to concentrate on the handicapped as a minority group.
One of the few studies even attempting to define the attitudes children have about other "exceptional" c hildren was conducted by Billings In 1963. Sh& used 54 randomly selected elementary school children, 18 each from first, third and sixth grade. Two projective techniques were administered to each of the subjects in an effort to Identify existing attiludes (and to explore possible factors influencing their development) toward crippled children. Analysis of the data from these two instruments indicated that responses fell into two well· defined classifications: 1) social responses indicating acceptance or rejection of the crippled person and 2) value responses, ind icating a judgment of the crippled person such as " He is no good" or " She can' t do anything", etc.
Two of Billings ' hypotheses were supported: 1) At-1() tltudes of noncrippfed children toward crippled children are significantly more unfavorable than their attitudes toward noncrippled children: and 2) Altitudes toward c rippled c hildren are a function of th e grade level (age) of the child holding the attitudes. In relation to this second hypotheses, the data revealed that the number of unfavorable responses Increased as the children got older. The d ifference between the number of unfavorable responses at grade 1 and grade 6 was significant, (p<.05). The third hypothesis Billings tested was not supported by the findings. She suggested that attitudes toward crippled ch ildren are a function of the social· emotional adjustment of the child holding the attltudes-i. e., c hil dren rated as well adjusted by their teachers are more favorable in their responses. Rather than finding a positive relationship between these two variables, however, Inspection of the data revealed a significant negative relationship (p < .01). That Is, the students judged to be high in adjustment were the same students who were most unfavorable in their attitudes toward crippled children. Litt le d ifference was found bet· ween the favorable and the unfavorable attitudes of the children who rated tow in adjustment.
While there are some methodologica l difficulti es with thi s s tudy (lack of control of previous contact with a c rippl ed person, reliability o f instruments) these findings are especially relevant for early childhood educators. Since Bill ings found a d efinite decline with age in the tolerance of normal chil dren for physically handicapped peers, perhaps there is a need to support and reinforce the tolerance shown by the younger sample. Perhaps the most valuable finding s of this study are the data showing that children do have unfavorable attitudes about handicapped (crippled) children, and that these attitudes decline w ith age.
Rapier, Adelson, Carey & Croke (1972) attempted to measure change in the attitude of 142 children (grades 3, 4, 5) toward physically handicapped children. A group administered rating scale which contained twenty pairs of po lar adjectives describing children 's c haracteristics was given. The chi ldren were asked to respond to one of three verbal catego ries, e.g., don't need help, need help, need lots of help. The children were spec ifically directed to circ le one o f l he three phrases in each row " that best tells abou t physically handicapped children". The scale was administered to the children by the c lassroom teachers in June, before the opening of an orthopedically handicapped unit on the elementary school's grounds. The rating scale was readministered about one year later to the same children w ho were lhen In grades 4, 5, and 6. At that time, all of these classrooms had had at least one orthopedicalfy handicapped child integrated Into the classroom for part of most of the day during the year. Also, the non-handicapped children had observed or had contact with handicapped children on the playground and in the auditorium tor school even ts and programs.
There was a shift in attitudes among nonhand i~apped children alter a year o t fnl egrated school ex· perience. They perceived handicapped children as not as weak, not in need of as much attention, and more curious than they originally thought. Before integration, 34 per· cent of the non-handicapped children thought orthoped ically handicapped children needed lots of help, but after integration oniy2C percent continued to maintain that attitude. As the authors point out, it should be noled that on some of l he items the majority of the non-
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handicapped children had positive attitudes before in· tegration; and there was no evidence that contact with handicapped children diminished those attitudes.
The major drawback to this study may be found in the nature of the instrument. By using only a self·report system, the experimenters may have been getting what the children knew they wanted to hear. Still, the Rapier study represents one of very few attempts to deal with evaluation of attitude change, and it is important to note that some change was measured, even though some children may have had only minimal contact with the ex· ceptional children.
The handicapped children in both of these studies were of normal intelligence and had obvious physical han· dicaps. Mainstream preschool programs, however, usually contain ch ildren who are mentally retarded, heari ng im· paired, emotionally disturbed or multiply handicapped. Research is needed on the changes in attitude prompted by exposure to 1hese types of children whose handicap is often more difficult for the preschool child to understand and accept.
Peer modeling studies A second consideration often cited in the defense of mainstream programs in general, and especially at the pre· school level, is the availability of normal peer models.
Research conducted in the area of social learning theory by Bandura and others (Bandura and Walters, 1963; Bandura and Rosenthal, 1966; Walters and Thomas, 1963) has demonstrated that human beings do learn by ob· serving models. Furthermore, one learns most from a model who closely resembles oneself-or a peer model. The availability of normal models for handicapped preschool children could be a strong argument in favor of creating mainstream programs, Instead of segregating handicapped preschoolers so that their only models are other handicapped children.
Stud ies investigating the amount of interaction between handicapped and non·handicapped children in integrated settings have been reviewed by Snyder, Ap· polloni and Cooke (1977) . Such studies have been conducted with retarded, behavior disordered and disad· vantaged pre-school groups. The authors conclude that the research with pre-school groups is consistent with that of older elementary groups wh ich indicates that in· tegrated settings do not necessarily result in increased cross group imitation and social interaction between the handicapped and non·handicapped children (Snyder, Apollonl and Cooke, 1977) .
One study which attempted to assess the amount of peer imitation by handicapped and non·handicapped preschoolers was conducted by Peterson, Peterson and Scriven (1977) . Their handicapped population showed "serious developmental delay " and all the children involved in the study attended an Integrated preschool. A series of tasks was taught to the first child, then the next child learned it from him, and so on through the class. Findings indicated that both non-handicapped and handicapped children were more likely to imitate a non-handicapped peer than a handicapped one, and the authors' hypothesis, that non-handicapped children constitute the most effective models for both non-handicapped and handicapped pre-schoolers, was supported.
In this study, however, the task was specifically taught to the first child, and other children were told to learn it from the child modeling it for them. This supports SPRINC. 1978 a point made by Snyder, Appoloni and Cooke. as well as several other researchers. In order for peer imitation to be a successful learning tool for handicapped pre·schoolers, systematic teaching and reinforcement must accompany it. As Bricker and Bricker (1976) emphasize, Bandura's research has indicated that children are more likely to imitate behavior that produces observable reinforcing en· vironmental events. The teacher must structure the situation so that such reinforcing events are Immediate and obvious. It is not enough to put handicapped and nonhandicapped children together in the same room and hope for imitati on of desired behaviors.
K.E. Allen (1974) in a discussion of the Model Preschool in the Experimental Education Unit o f the Child Development and Mental Retardation Center at the Univer· si.ty of Washington describes the case of Julie, a 4 year-old girl who entered the program with delayed motor responses, Infantile speech patterns and an extensive repertoire of inappropriate, maladaptive soc ial behaviors. During lhe earty days of Julie's enrollment in the integrated pre· school program, no sign of improvement was noted, but when a systematic behavior modification program was set up. she acquired new behavioral skills and was able to interact with the other children successfully. Simple exposure to normal peers was not enough to overcome her behavioral disability, but when exposure to normal peers was coupled with a systematic remedial program, progress was noted.
Discussion
The two main arguments for early childhood mainstream programs-increased tolerance by the normal peers and positive models for the handicapped children -seem to be " common sense" reasons for establishing integrated programs. However, little research data has been presented to clearly define these ad· vantages. While the Rapier study shows an increase in positive statements about physically handicapped children after Interaction with them, the Billings study in· dicates that systematic teaching and reinforcement may be necessary to maintain those attitudes.
The peer interaction and modeling studies cited above emphasize the importance o f having specially trained teachers to deal with both the handicapped and non·handicapped children in the integ rated classes, since if each group is to benefit from the presence of the other, systematic teaching of peer imitation will be necessary.
II educators are to convince their colleagues and the public at large that mainstreaming is a beneficial way to educate the majority of handicapped and nonhandicapped young children, there must be research evidence clea rly showing th is. Relying on assumptions that "seem like good ideas" will simply not do. Evaluation is necessary at all levels and steps of any mainstreaming program and we should begin with a serious evaluation of the proposed benefits ol the program itself.
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Haring (ed. The phrase "least restrictive environment," sine qua non of the mainstreaming movement takes on an inverse connotation when applied to the gifted exceptional student. Historically the term referred to the need to alleviate some of the restrictions inherent in segregated classes for the mentally handicapped . It was postulated that educably handicapped studen ts would benefit from the stimulation of a heterogeneous classroom. For gifted students a regular classroom may constitute a restrictive environment. Gifted s tudents often work at " keeping beh ind" so they will not appear too different from their age·mates. A " less restrictive" environment would be one in which the gifted student would be challenged by con· tent in keeping with his ability and one in which she could interact with intellectual peers.
As school districts are asked (mandated in Kansas) to add programs for the gifted to their special education priority lists the expedient temptation to apply program guidelines appropriate for the mentally handicapped to students who are environmentally handicapped must be countered before costly mistakes are made. Program provisions for the long·neglec ted minority of gifted students desperately need the protection of the special education umbrella; but if forced to operate under the regulatory processes appropriate for other special education students, programs for the gifted could be stifled before they flourish.
Traditionally gifted students have been swimming up· stream IN the mainstream . According to a recent Office of Education report only one In 20 gifted students have had the benefit of discernible curricular adjustments ap· propriate to their ability. If these ch ildren of promise are to receive their rightful share of exceptional children sub· sidles, concerted effort is necessary to build bridges of communication between special and general educators. Common semantic ground-refreshed by streams mainly untainted by traditional biases-should be establ ished.
Program plann ing for the gifted was given dramatic Impetus in Kansas by House Biii 1672 which included gifted students in a special education mandate effective July, 1979 . By this date state approved programs for the gifted necessitate the hiring of personnel certi fied in gifted education. A number of gifted education prototypes have been piloted in Kansas the past few years providing accessible "fishbowls" to observe the effectiveness of a variety of program adjustments for g ifted students. The follow ing observations are presented as an attempt to cut through some prevailing myths and to clarify assumptions that might block meaningful program development for this highly educable minority.
Assumption: Status conscious parents will insist that their chi ldren be included in programs for the gifted, whether or not they qualify.
Observation: Parents have not been " storming the gates" to get their children into programs for the gifted. On the contrary there have been many reports of parental surprise when their children have been selected for special program provisions and oftimes a reluctance to have them segregated from age· mates.
Assumption: Programs for the gi fted will not be ac· cepted by communities with strong egalitarian values.
Observation: Low profi le programs with minimum use of labels have been received with no visible furor. These programs emphasize " matching students' needs with the purpose and objectives of the program." Problems of non· acceptance have appeared in situations where students have been selected for special programs on the exclusive basis of test scores with little or no input from classroom teachers, parents or students regarding specific individual needs. In such Instances a back lash of resentment may fall on the sludents so selected.
Assumption: Students placed in programs for the gifted become snobbish -"effete elite."
Observation: Much to the contrary interaction with in· tellectual peers has a level ing effect along with cognitive stimulation . Programs which emphasize personal value clarification and social responsibility along with intellec· tual challenge encourage high level altruistic thinking.
Certain concerns emerge along with positive observations. There is evidence of need for clarification regard· ing the: a) mechanics and contingencies of state funding for gifted programs; b) interpretation of criteria for state approved programs; c) appropriateness of Individual Edu· Gross Screening Criteria Figure 1 cat lonal Plans for gifted students; d) role of the regular classroom teacher in program planning. On the basis of the aforementioned observations and concerns the following guidelines are offered to help off· set possible disparities and incongruencies in program planning for the gifted. The suggestions are within the limits of the Kansas state plan and national program plan· ning parameters.
It is suggested that: 1. Students selected for full staffing and Individual Educational plans not exceed 1 ·2 percent of the population of a given attendance center. 2. A comprehensive screen ing process be utilized to nominate students for a "reservoi r." ( Se e Fig ure 1 ) This process Is detailed by Gowan.
• 3. The gifted education program coordinator or certified designate interview the students who constitute the 'top 5 percent of the grossly screened population to determine which stu· dents shou ld be referred for full staffing. Criteria tor this fine screening process would be outlined carefully and congruent with the pur· pose of locally determi ned goals and objectives. (See Figure 2 ) 4. Parents of. students referred for full staffing would be notified in keeping with due process procedures. 5. A full staffing would determine which students would become the type Il l population I.e. the beneficiaries of individual educational planning. (Figure 3 ) 6. Students so selected would be provided special educational services and be subject to the regulations of due process. ("Special services" might include alternatives such as off campus options during school time.) 7. Students who received multiple nominations in the gross screening process but were not referred for full staffing would constitute a type II population. 8. The coordinator or certified designate would work closely with general education personnel (particularly the regu lar classroom teachers) .to Insure consistent efforts to meet the educa· tional needs of these students. Gifted education personnel would schedule such options as seminars (to allow peer Interaction), mentorship provisions, flexible "pull-out" alternatives, cluster grouping, etc. It is imperative that the classroom teachers have a feeling of ownership in the proceedings. 9. Students who received a nomination for special programming but were not a part of the finely screened group would constitute a type I popu· lation. Certified gifted education personnel would periodically review the learning situations o f these students. If there is evidence of unmet needs as a resu lt of the classroom situation re· stricting the child 's gifted potential, the student would be reconsidered for placement In a type II situation or referred for a full staffing and possible type Ill placement. Certified gifted education personnel would observe and interview students who were in tile top N% (usual cut-off Is 5%) of tho grossly screened population in a given attendance center. The top 1·2% would be recommended for full statflng and individual educational plans.
10. Type I students would have occasional opportunities to sell-select Into some of the programs offered for the type II population.
11. Gifted education personnel would t>e encouraged to offer periodic opportunities for the total school population to self-select areas of Interest which might give clues to special talents e.g. educational fairs, smorgasbord minlcourses, af· ter school Interest groups, etc. Such endeavors would be Invaluable tor observing talented potential of students not readily identified by traditional measures. II the intent of the preceding suggestions would be considered in program planning for the gifted, it Is proposed that:
The unwieldy and largely unnecessary procedure of staffing an inordinately large population of students would be mitigated.
Patrons would be satisfied that educational needs of their "gifted" children woutd be met. There would t>e no need to tell parents their children are NOT gifted . Demand ing parents would t>e assured that the gifted education coordinator (or certified designate) would work with regular classroom teachers to meet the educational needs of the students.
Students selected for ful I staffing would be those who are definitively restricted by the regular classroom learning environment. There would be Iii· tie room for doubt regarding the unique learning needs of these students.
Individual Educational Plans for the type Ill population would insure the provision of the least SPRINC, 1978 restrictive environment for this professionally iden· tilled highly gifted student.
While the type Ill population would t>e under the direct j urisdiction of special education for funding purposes, there would be no particular need or reason to differentiate publicly the degrees of service In terms of labels.
Regular classroom teachers would undoubtedly admit their Inability (time-wise and/or olherwlse) to meet the educational needs of the type Ill population . General educators wou ld, hereby, be freed to devote more lime to provide a less restrlc· live le arn in g environment for the type I and II populations.
Gifted education personnel would work closely with general education personnel thus providing an Important communication link with special education In an area of exceptionality that MUST function symbiotically in order to make any sense o ut of the educational mi lieu.
By placing re. sponslbillty for final screening cut· offs in the hands o f certified gifted education personnel, concerns about restrictive interpretations of Individual educational planning would be alleviated. Personnel recommended for lull gifted education certification must have demonstrated their ability to use wise judgment In working with parents, colleagues, admini strators and students.
There will be omnipresent need for concerned educators and lay people to monitor special programs for the gifted, elicit feedback from staff and students, and revise procedures when they obviously hinder meaningful program implementation. -Copernicus' discovery that the earth was not the center of the solar system as disturbing our sense of centrality, -Darwin's theory of evolution as disturbing o ur sense of originality, -Freud's own discovery of the unconscious as disturbing our sense of choice, and -Einstein' s concepts of relativity in the phys ical world as disturbing our sense of certainty. We would add to this list the discovery within the last two decades of minorities, women and the handicapped as persons-as another disturber, that has jammed the prevai ling sense of justice.
The predominant conflict around the concept of jus· tice that currently haunts our educational settings is the issue of mainstream education. The collective ego of the public is being forced to recognize that more just ways of educating handicapped s tudents must be found. And, that students in regular classes also need to experience a more complex view of humanity. The incorporation of the handicapped child into the regular classroom addresses these issues.
The remainder of this paper will be presented in three sections: interpretations of the justice Issue will be examined through current mainstream literature; the theoretical perspective of Lawrence Kohl berg for viewing conceptions of justice will be summarized ; and a descrlp· tion will be given of a developmental teacher training program as one model for facilitating the adult growth process.
Conceptualizing the problem: Excerpts from mainstream literature The human rights movement, then, can be viewed as the most recent d isturber of the 'collective consciousness' of humankind, and mainstream education as the most recent manifestation of the movement. In reviewing mainstream literature, we found that the com· mon sociological interpretation of how norms of society are formed seemed to offer a helpful conceptua l base for understanding the norms on justice. This interpretation would claim that people tend to organize their social lives throug h common norms that the majority follow, and that these norms determine how the majority define and con· ceptualize issues of justice. In the mainstreaming case, the particular norms that are now being challenged in· elude the acceptance of homogeneous educational en· 17 vironments and the separation of handicapped child ren from the mainstream. Inherent in these norms Is a devaluing of diversity. Morton and Hull (1976, p. 37) speak to the challenging of these norms: " This is a yeasty ti me, a time of change for all In· volved In education. Educators, parents, children alike have an opportunity to foster and nurture movement towarp s a society that values people in all their diversity. But to find a philosophy of living wh ich respects diversity along with the ability to im· plement It In the classroom is an unusual happening. The mainstream does not generally enjoy a happy reputation even for normal children. Moreover, respect for diversity Is not an attitude encouraged by many public school systems. For the most part public schools are saturated with norm ·oriented at· titudes and with exclusionary tactics which spell trouble for children and even more trouble for their parents.
" To be sure, school systems cannot be accused of original sin; they merely reflect what the mainstream society believes, and we are a norm-oriented society much threatened by people who are d ifferent. Any newspaper will offer documentation ol dally resistance to the heterogeneous grouping ol people. II we cannot homogenize, if we cannot redesign people who do not conform, we will reach into our ar. senal of exclusionary tactics and see to it that they are removed ... ·• Along with the strong questioning of the norms wh ich have shaped our educational systems, we mu st also step back and ask, "Where have these norms taken us ..• What are the outcomes of such education?" Ken· neth Keniston (1975, pp. 36·37) writes: " Lately we have been accomplishing what I call the lntellectualiza tion o f the child. I believe we are witnessing a growing emphasis upon the child as a brain ; upon the cultivation of narrowly defined cognitive skills and abilities; and, above all, upon the creation, through our preschools and schools, a race o f children whose values and progress are judged primarily by their capacity to do well on tests ol In· telllgence, reading readiness or school achievement ... We measure the success of schools, not by the human beings they promote, but by increases In read ing scores • • • physical vitality, emotional caring, resourcefulness and moral commitment in the child are undercut." Keniston's concern for "the human beings they promote" leads us to the most basic question, " What Is the purpose of educallon?" In a thought-provoking paper, "Desegregation and Mainstreaming: A Case of deja vu," Chester Oden, Jr. (1976, p. 56), writes:
18 " Education Is more than reading, writing and arlth· metlc; education is preparation for lile. Students need more than facts and problem-solving skills; they nee<! to know how to lead full and useful lives In a complex world. In a nation made up of a variety of races and natlonalllies, that means learning how to live and work with people of d ifferent skin colors and cultural backgrounds. If one accepts this broad view of education, one cannot Imagine a worse way of un· dertaklng It than In a classroom segregated by race, national origin, or handicappedness. Segregated classrooms deny millions of Americans the OP· portunlty to become acquainted with th e minority child whose future they share.
" A major objective for American public school education should be to provide multiple experiences for all children." Surely, such multiple experiences through main· streaming should lead to an education that promotes a deeper understanding of humanity. Morton and Hull (1 976, p. 37) state:
"If we are asked to define what we feel is the goal of mainstreaming, we suggest that it should be a way of living that engenders respect for and ac· ceptance of differences." But, this "respect for and acceptance of differences" must first be a part of the maturity of adult educators.
In an Insightful introductory s tatement to his book, Shared Responsibility for Handicapped Students: Ad· vocacy and Programming. Philip H. Mann (1976, p. 9) writes:
" A measure of our professionalism as educators is our ability to serve children In a way that will not detract from their rights and dignity. Parenthetical to this involvement is society's need lor specific ser· vices and the development of a relevant body of knowledge that relates to these expressed needs. Our professional responsibility then is to provide these services to individuals at every level of society In order to uplift mankind to a higher level of exis·
tence.''
What this " higher level of existence" can mean will be determined by our perspective of the moral issues and how these issues are operationalized. New questioning and new Information has brought us to a point in our history in which we are able to advance our ability to serve children. When we are able to incorporate more diversified and complex Information into our decision making processes, we are then capable of making decisions which take into account the needs and rights of more in· dividuals. We are then capable of acting In a more just way. Let us now examine a perspective which offers a means for conceptualizatlng the developmental growth of Justice.
A theoretical base for examining Issues of mainstream education Michael Scriven declares in his challenging paper " Some Issues in the Logic and Ethics of Mainstreaming" (1976, p. 64) , that " ••• prejudice Is the problem, and it ls a moral problem." Or. Scriven sees the necessity but also the complexity of teacher training In the area of ethics If mainstream education Is to be accepted . Education on moral Issues requires a sound theoretical base, and the right of the handicapped to an equal education and the responsibility of educators to provide for this equality needs to be examined within a moral philosophy.
Recognizing that theoretical positions on the process of·mor al development range across biological, psychoana· lytic, social learning and developmental perspectivesthe authors of this paper have deliberately chosen a cognitive-developmental approach to viewing mainstream education issues because the structure of this parad igm seems to best deat with the complexity of the Issues.
Or 
Stage6-r
Persons reasoning at Stage 6 maintain the validity of moral principles and have a sense of personal corn· mitrnent to them. Their prin· ciples deal with universal prin· ciples of justice: equality of human rights and respect for the dignity of human beings as Individual persons. The golden rule, ' 'Do unto others as you would have them do un· to you" is such a universal principle. In relation to main· stream education, it is recog· nlzed that persons are ends in themselves and must be treated as such. A profound description of a stage 6 conception of humanity and the restrictions we all face in reaching this perspective Is given in a quotation by Albert Einstein (1972): 2() "A human being Is a part of the whole, called by us the " Universe," a part limited in time and space. He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings as something separated from the rest-a kind of op· tlcal delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest to us. Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circle of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature in its beauty. Nobody is able to achieve this com· pletely, but the striving for such achievement is in itself a part of the liberation and a foundation for inner security."
Teacher Education as Adult Education: The Minnesota f'roject. t Long ago, John Dewey claimed that true education is development, and that development can be the aim of education . The philosophical theories of John Dewey and the psychological theories of Jean Piaget, Lawrence Kohlberg, Jane Loevinger, David Hunt and others on stages of developmental maturity have offered a sound base of intellectual heft for the curriculum and staff development work in the Developmental Education Program at the University of Minnesota. Our early work In this program (1972·1976) focused on developing classroom curricula and instructional methods that would deliberately promote psychological maturity In adolescents.
Significant growth in such areas as ego maturity, moral reasoning, empathy and communication skills has been repeatedly found in pre and post test data on the experimental classes de.,aloped by the professors and graduate students In our program in colleagueship with public school teachers (see Erickson, 1977; Bernier and Rustad, 1977; as examples) . During this research and development work on curriculurns for adolescents, we came to fully realize that if teachers are to become psychological educators who deliberately promote the development of their pupils we need to first ask, "what stage of development does the teacher/researcher need to attain?" The BEH Dean 's Grant (1975 's Grant ( -1977 has provided the opportunity to explore this question and to try out a program for deliberately promoting conceptual, ego, and moral maturity with adult teachers.
The focus of the Minnesota developmental education program is on how a person processes information and makes meaning of his/her experience. Thus, education is seen as more than learning a set of behaviors and skills. True education, In the John Dewey sense, must involve a repatterning or restructuring of one's thinking such that an increase in the complexity, differentiation and Integration of the conceptual process, ethical reasoning, or, ego itself, results. To teach in a way that promotes this kind of restructuring is a rnethocle cllnique which likely goes back to Socrates.
To capture the main ingredients of developmental teaching in the Minnesota program, we need to examine the . concepts of structural organization, developmental sequence and interactionalism." 
EDUCA 1WNAL CONSID E RATIONS
a) Structural Organization: If we want to develop educational programs that deliberately promote maturity we must begin by focusing on how the person thinks-what stimuli they attend to, how these are organized Into calegories, how decisions are processed. The mode of thinking that was dominant in the two teacher education groups that we have worked with during the past two years was a stage 3/4 con· formity/conscientious thinking and stage 4 conscientious thought. This means the teachers tended to still use some conventional other-directed conformity as a basis for moral judgment, and still had some conformity-based ego integration which accepts stereotypes , normative behavior, displays little d ifferentiation In feelings, and does not yet master conceptual patterning. To plan a statf development program which stretches thinking, which triggers growth, we considered the characteristics of the next stage of maturity as a deliberate educational goal. b) Developmental Sequence: If we know what a higher form of development is, we know the goals of learning. If we know the qualities o f the next stage of growth, we can then match or ' constructively mismatch' curricu lum ex· periences to help µi!rsons organize concepts at the next higher stage. The concept of growth is not value free. In the staff development with teachers, we set goals charac· teristic of the stage 4 conscientious ego and moral struc· lures, and stage 5 autonomous and principled reasoning (Loevinger, 1976) . Persons at stage 4 see life as presenting choices, they have a strong sense o f responsibility, a con · ceptlon of privi leges, rights, and of justice and fairness. Self-evaluated standards, differentiated feelings, and con· cerns for communications are all characteristics of per· sons at this stage. At the autonomous and prlncl pied stage (5) we add the respect for autonomy of others, toleration for ambiguity, broad scope objectivity and a sense of self-fulfillment and self in the social context. c) lnteractionalism: Curriculum experiences to promote growth need to consider the John Dewey theory of how cumulative growth can occur. Dewey viewed the person within the environment and believed It Is this In· teractlon which changes the structure of thinking. In the teachers' workshops, we made use of this In· teractionallsm through three 'new R's ' -role-taking , genuine responsibility and rigorous reflection. Brief sum· maries of these focus areas follow.
The teachers learned theory on role-taking and then practiced using empathy in perspective-taking sessions until they could accurately identify both content and feelings In communication with others. Mu ltiple theories o f developmental g rowth and related developmental curriculum models were then presented to the par· tlclpants. After extensive presentations on connecting theory to practice, the teachers took responsibility for contracting the development of curriculum mini-units, based on these theories. that would deliberately promote psychological growth in the pupils In their own classrooms. This field-based curriculum try-out phase was supervised on-site by graduate teaching assistants in the program. Seminar sessions were held daily during the summer workshops and also weekly during the field· based phase to actively promote reflection and restruc· luring on this learning. In these seminar sessions a strong focus was placed on self-growth, and adult development theories were employed as we helped each other map out and experience the change process.
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The results of the first year five-week summer workshop and fall practicum• (N = 25 inservice teachers) indicated that significant changes occurred in empathy as measured by content and feeling responses to a video· taped "client" (p < .0001 , two tall). Also, significant changes were found on the percentage of principled thought of the participants as measured by the Rest Defining fssues Test (an objective measure of Kohtbergian moral reasoning) (p<.01 , two tall), On the Loevinger ego measure no growth changes were measurable.
Results on the second year live-week summer workshop and fall practicum .. (N • 37 teachers) again provided evidence for growth. Significant change was found in response to the video tape empathy test (P< .001), and an analysis of the Rest test showed significant gain in principled moral thinking (p< .02, one tail). In addition, change on the Hunt conceptual test was significant (p<.01, one tall). Again, no significant growth was measured on the Loevlnger ego test, a finding consistent with the theoretical position on the stabi lity of the construct. No pre to post changes were found on the control group on these measures.
An additional studyt, an in-depth case study analysis of the teaching behavior of five o f these teachers, was also carried out during the past year. The teachers· con· ceptual, moral and ego scores were explored in this study in relationship to their scores on rating scales on their teaching practice. Strong trends were identified between the level of faci litative teaching used over a wide range of classroom situations and the level of developmental reasoning of the five observed teachers.
Maynard C. Reynolds and Jack w. Birch In thei r recent book, Exceptional Childre n In America' s Regular Schools (1977), propose twelve dimensions on which regular ctassroom teachers cou Id examine their ac· commodation of exceptional children on qualitatively sequenced rating scales. These twelve dimensions of ac· commodation include: space and facilities arrangements; teach ing-learning settings; teaching and learning materials; classroom management and communication; cooperativeness of the social environment; appreciation of cultural and soclo·economlc differences; sharing of the control and responsibility of the school environment; individualization of learning time; evaluation of progress. The scales on these twetve dimensions provide an ex· cellent behavioral rating of expressed concern for main· stream education. It would also appear that the qualitatively sequenced responses on each dimension would relate to qualitatively different levels of develop· mental maturity. Thus, theoretically, a teacher who has a high level of complexity, differentiation and integration in his/her personality structure Is more likely to score hi gher on the Reynolds/Birch accommodation scales than is a teacher who displays little differentiation and who blindly accepts stereotypes and normative standards. A future study' researching this relationship between ac· commodation scores and developmental maturity scores could provide important evidence for the link between maturity of reasoning and matu rity of teaching behavior in mainstream education.
Summary and Closing Notes
The foc u s In thi s paper on mainstream education has been on the underly ing core issue of justice. Perspectives o f the concept of justice from current mainstream literature were reviewed, Lawrence Kohlberg's th eore tical posi t ion on t he developmental process of moral problemsolving was summari zed, and research and d evelopment from t h e Universi ty o f M i nnesota Development al Edu cation Program were presented.
The perspectives i n this paper offer a preliminary attempt to conceptual ize the rela tionship b e tween justice and mainstream ing . It is our hope that the ideas put forth m ay stimulate new thinki ng for the reader, c reate that ' pi nch of an xi et y,' and bring us c l oser to worki ng t hrough some ol the Issues c hallenging us today through the mainstreamin g m ovement.
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Bernier One of the principle themes inherent in the concept of mainstreaming is cooperation between general and special educators (Caster, 1975; Kaufman, Gottlieb, Agard, & Kukic, 1975) . Without this cooperatioo and coord ination of effort, educators will not attain the ultimate goal of mainstreaming: providing an appropriate education for ex· ceptional children in the most conducive environment. Educators must assume joint responsibility for ex· ceptional children being educated in public schools. School counselors are in a unique position to con· tribute to the success of mainstreaming. Their training and experience provide them with specific competencies that relate directly to the facilitation of this process: knowledge of development psychology, interpersonal relationships, communication, counseling and consulting techniques (Cochrane and Marini, 1977a & b) . However, mastery of additional competencies not usually included in counselor education training sequences would enable counselors to take a leadership role in the mainstreaming process. Th is article suggests competencies that could be included in traditional pre·service and in·service training sequences that would enable counselors to make significant contributions to the education of exceptional students. (Deno, 1970) .
The suggested competencies were developed by the author while director of the University of Florida Dean's Project. Extensive interviews with elementary school counselors in the field, and with counselor education and special education faculty were conducted before and during the Initial development. In the spring of 1977, the final list of competencies was· mailed to 220 faculty in public and private universities, half of which had Dean's Projects, and half of which did not. The faculty were asked to report their "opinion of the degree of mastery of each competency necessary for the elementary school coun· selor to facilitate mainstreaming in hislher school." The rating scale that was used was: 5. Mastery of the competency Is absolutely essen· tial for success. 4. The competency is needed at a rather high skill level .
3. The competency is needed at an average level. 2. The competency is useful bu t not essential 1. The competency is not needed. Responses were received from 136 facult y members from everi state in the nation (70 from counselor education faculty from un iversities without Dean's Pro]· ects; 66 from Deao' s Pr oj ec t pe rsonnel).
The modal response on all but five of the competencies was "5, ·• that mastery is essential. The modal response for com· petencies 1.1, 1.2, 2.2and 3.1 was "4," that competency Is needed at a rather high level. the placement of exceptional students in the least restrictive environment. 1.4 due process as it relates to exceptional SIU· dents. 1.5 his/her responsibility relating to confidentiality of exceptional students' school records. 1.6 the principles and practice o f nondiscriminatory testing. In order to act effec tively In the mainstreaming process, elementary school counselors must have knowledge of school law, bo th federal and state, and state and district regulations that relate directly to exceptional chi Id programs as well as the identification and placement of exceptional students. This knowledge enables coun· selors to effectively meet the needs of exceptional children within the parameters specified by the laws and regulations, and helps ensure that mandated special ser· vices are provided by Individual districts. Specific em· phasls should be placed on Public Law 94·142, the Educatio n of All Handicapped Act of 1975, as it relates.to and effects local special education programs.
The counselor also sho uld have specific knowledge o f the d ue process procedures that are followed In order to protect the rights of students. These procedures may vary from district to d istrict, but will be fundamentally similar to the procedures outlined In PL 94-142. In order to further protect the rights of studentl\, the counselor should be aware of the regulations relating to the con· fidentiality of student records.
Nondiscriminatory testing is also mandated by PL 94-142, and because of the rote the cou nselor may play in the testing procedure, s/he must be aware of the im· pllcatlo ns of the use of tes ts Judged by some to disc~lmlnate against ethnic and racial minorities. This Issue may not be resolved In the near future, but coun· se lors should know the argumerits for and against the use of standardized tests for the placement of students In special education programs.
Identification and Placement of Exceptional Students
The elementary school counselor: 2.1 has knowledge of the characteristics of ex· ceptional students.
2.2 has knowledge of the definition of each area of exceptlonallty accepted for use in his/her district. 2.3 can initiate and/Or Implement the use of ap· propriate instruments for screening for ex· ceptional stud ent s. 2.4 has knowledge of, and can implement the referral process accepted for use In h lslher district. 2.5 knows the procedure recommended in his/her district for the placement (staffing) of referred students. 2.6 is aware of and can assemble all assessment data pertinent to the placement (staffing) deci sions about referred students. 2.7 can interpret the assessment data for members of the place me nt committee, including parents. 2.6 has knowledge of the continuum of services available to exceptional students and the least restrictive env iron ment appropriate for placement of individual students.
Eligibility for special education services Is contingent upon accurate and prompt identification of those stu· dents who are in need of special services. In order to Identify exceptional students the counselor must possess reasonable knowledge of the characteristics o f exceptional students as well as the definition of each area of exceptionality. Th is knowledge will faci lit ate the coun· selor's full participation In all aspects of the special education program.
Screening for exceptional students and subsequent referral for possible special ed ucation services can be Im· plemented by the counselor. Both procedures may be district specific, but can still be presented to school counselors on a general basis. The procedures used to reach placement decisions wlll also vary from district to d istrict, but will have basic slmllarlties that are mandated by P.L. 94 ·142.
The personnel responsible for placement decisions shou ld be presented with as much Information as possible that is relevant to that decision. Because of the school counselor's familiarit y with students in his/her school{s), it is logical that s/he assume partial responsibility for collecting that data. Al so, the co unselor will further Insure appropriate placement If s/he is able to success fully in, terpret this data to everyone, including parents, who take part in the placement process.
Counselors also need to be aware of the continuum of services available to exceptional children and the least restrictive environment appropriate for the placement of individual students. This knowledge is essential if main· streaming is to be successfully implemented in a school district.
Organization and Delivery ot Services
The elementary sohool co unselor: 3. 1 can provide assistance in the design of in· d ividual education programs as mandated by P.L. 94 ·142. 3.2 can provide assistance in the implementation of Individualized education programs. 3.3 can facilitate formal and Informal communl· cation between school personnel responsible for mainstreamed exceptional students.
fOU CA TIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 3.4 can provide teachers with affective intervention skills for interaction with exceptional students. 3.5 can use appropriate counseling tech niques with Individuals and groups of exceptional students in a continuum of educational settings. 3.6 can use appropriate counseling techniques with parents and fami lies o f e xceptional students. 3. 7 can serve as a referral source to community agencies that provide services to exceptional students and their families. 3.8 has knowledge of and can Implement the district recommended procedure for review, re· assignment and dismissal of exceptional students. School counselors can apply many of their traditional skills in the organization and delivery of services to ex· ceptional students. Of the competencies listed In this sec· tlon, the only ones that provide a new role deal with the desig n and implementati on o f individual education programs (IEP's) as mandated by P.L 94·142. The com· ponents of the IEP's could be coordinated by counselors, and success could be Insured by the maintenance of a for· mal or informal system of communication between all per· sonnel responsible for mainstreamed exceptional stu· dents. This communication Is absolutely essential when more than one professional Is responsible for individual students.
Co. unselors can share their affective intervention skills with teachers who work with exceptional students, as well as use these skills on a one·to-one and small group basis with exceptional students. The affective domain Is the area that school counselors are traditionally prepared to concentrate on, and this concentration should be ex· tended to include all the students In the schools.
Counselors are also in a position to work effectively with parents and families of exceptional students. This can be accomplished by direct counseling with the par· ents and families, or by referral to appropriate community agencies.
The final competency deals with periodic review of the placement of exceptional s tudents. Yearly review Is mandated by P.L. 94·142, and counselors can insure that this Is completed as scheduled.
Conclusions and implication s
The State of Florida has been the vanguard In the development of a state·wide elementary school counselor program, and because of this the competencies listed SPRINC, 1976 here were developed for use with this profe$SiOnal group. Many states have not taken this approach, and in those states there will be very few elementary school coun· selor s. However, with few modifications this same list of competencies can be used to develop pre·service and in · service training components for middle ancl secondary school counselors.
There are several approaches that could be taken to enable pre· and in -service counselors to attain mastery of these competencies. A traditional one semester course could be developed and offered that would cover all the material suggested. Another approach that would In· crease flexibility is the development of modules and components that present the same information. Modules could be integrated Into already existing courses, or cou ld be used as a complete training sequence. The Inherent flexibility of modularization would enable students to proceed at their own pace and to pursue Individual in· terests. · It is probable that c ounselor education training programs already enable mastery of some of the com· petencies fisted here. The list could be used to Identify specific program deficits, and action could be taken to remedy this deficit. Any measure taken to enable school counselors to assume a leadership role in the mainstreaming process will further help to insure its success. The responsibil ity for the success of mainstreaming rests with educators, and not with the children. The sooner we face this responsibil ity and marshal our resources, the sooner we will be able to provide a truly appropriate education to all children in the mainstream of education. Learning Dlsabllitles.
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The newest and largest category to receive help from special educators has become known as Specific Learn· ing Disabilities (SLD). The term is confusing to many people because it is less descriptive than other categorical terms such as Visually Handicapped or Hearing Impaired.
Professionals who translate the term loosely may wish to include anyone having difficulty learning in a typical school situation. To these individuals, Incidence figures of SLD could be as high as 15 to 20 percent of the school age population . Other practitioners argue that the educational needs of children with minor learning problems are not really special and should be met by general educators. These professionals believe a more realistic incidence figure of SLD would be two to three percent of school age students.
The problem of identifying SLD children was ad· dressed in the landmark federal legislation of 1975-PL 94·142. The law directed the commissioner of education to study the issue and to develop procedures for evaluating children with SLD. After many months of study that in· eluded public hearings in six major cities and con· sultations with specialists from many disciplines, the commissioner published final regulations effective in 1978. (Federal Register, Dec. 29, 1977) . · These regulations specify the procedures for evaluati on and guidelines for making SLD placement decisions. The decision for placement must be made by the members of a multidisciplinary team. The team mem· bers must took for data that will support the placement of SLD. The decision will be based on subjective and ob· jective analysis of data. The new guidelines are welcomed as giving some direction for future decisions but are disappointing to those individuals who were looking for formulas or objective criteria.
Why are SLD children so difficult to identify? There Is only one identifying characteristic of SLD on which all authorities agree i.e., the student is not achieving up to estimated potential. In addition, it is generally accepted that the learning problem must not primarily be the result of another handicapping condition such as mental retar· dation, hearing impairment, etc. Such a determination EDUCATIONAL C0NSt0£/IA TIONS, Vol. S, No. 3, Spring, 19~8 may seem simple to make, but any experienced diagnostician will affi rm that current tests are not sen· sitive enough to easily yield such precise Information. In every case the diagnostician must Interpret data, some of which is quite subjective.
In the early period of special education, emphasis was placed on a medical cause In Identifying students requiring special services. Whenever a medical prac· titloner Identified a d isabling factor such as blindness or deafness, It was obvious such a case must be given special attention. But as special education services ex· panded, more mildly handicapped children began to be in· eluded . Their inclusion was usually based on psyc hol~lcal rather than medical Information. These mildly handicapped children were usually called Educable Mentally Retarded on t he basis of an 10 score.
During the 1960· 's groups of parents In communities throughout the country began to lobby for services for their children who were also handicapped In the school situation but could not qualify for spec ial education be cau~e their IQ scores were normal or above.
Some of these children had been given medical labels, I.e., Brain Injured, Dy slexic, Neurological ly Han· etc. When schools finally began to serve these children, such medical terminology was neither helpful nor appropriate. With time, medical terms were abandoned and the term Specific Learning Disabilities became widely accepted in the United States. The word " Specific" implied. the student had problems In only certain aspects of learning rather than a general deficiency, as in the case of mental retardation. Many SLD child re n have difficulty with reading but some are troubled by other areas such as niath or verbal expression. The learning problems are frequently accompanied by behavior problems such as hyperactivity, distractabil lty or impulsiveness. In some ways the SLD child might function like a child labeled mentally retarded, in other ways he may resemble the emotionally d isturbed child. Often overlooked are SLD students with some areas decidedly gifted. This variance Is typical of SLD children yet precisely the element that makes Identification dif· ficult because no two SLD children have identical profiles of strengths and weaknesses.
How can SLD children be ldentllle d ? Until more precise measures can be developed , the guidelines provided by USOE (Federal Register, Dec. 29, 19n) will be helpful. According to these guidelines SLD is defined as follows:
Specific learning disability means a disorder In one or more of the basic psychological processes in· volved in understanding or In using language, spoken or written, which may manifest Itself in imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or to do mathematical calculations. The term Includes such cond itions as perceptual handicaps, brain Injury, minimal brain dlsfunotlon, dyslexia and developmental aphasia. The term does not Include children who have learning problems which are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor han· dlcaps, of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultur al or economic disadvantage.
The regulations further specify criteria for determining a specific learning disability as: (a) 1. The child does not achieve commensurate with SPRING, 1978 his or her age and ability levels in one or more of the areas listed in paragraph (a} 2, of this sec· lion, when provided with learning experiences appropriate for the child's age and ability levels; and 2. The team finds that a child has a severe discrepancy between achievement and the Intellectual ability in one or more of the following areas: (Federal ReglS; ter, Aug. 23, 1977) . The team must consist of at least a supervisor of special education, the child's teacher and his parents. In addition, for SLD candidates, the new regulations specify that the team must include the child's regular class teacher and one person qualified to conduct individual diagnostic examinations of children, such as a school psychologist.
Another element un ique to the area of SLD Is the requirement to observe the child in the regular class satting. The regulations (Fede<lll Register, Dec. 29, 1977) state:
a. At least one team member other than the chi Id's regular teacher shall observe the child's academic performance In the regular classroom setting. b. In the case of a child of less than school age or out of school, a team member shall observe the child in an environment approrrlate for a child of that age. The d iagnostic team must prepare a written report of the results of the evaluation. The report must document the basis of determining SLD, a record of observed behavior and other relevant find ings. Each team member must certify in writing his or her agreement with the report. If one member does not agree with the consensus of the team, he or she must submit a separate statement.
The regu lations also removed a two percent limit on the number of children that could be served in a SLD program. This limit was specified In the law (PL 94-142) to avoid the potential problem of a loose interpretation of the definition which would result in placing too many children In SLD programs for purposes of receiving federal funds. Since the new regulations will help to control the potential problem, the two percent cap was lifted.
How will the regulations affect public school$? For many schools, no changes will be needed. Some school districts have established clear procedures and guidelines 27 for placement that are consistent with the new regulations. Other school districts will need to reconsider their present practices and develop a system to effectively meet the new requirements. For example, it is a common practice for school psychologists to make placement decisions without consulting olher people concerned aboul the child, such as the classroom teacher or the leam-1 ng disabilities teacher. Such a practice cannot continue. It Is not acceptable for any person alone to make a placement decision. It is Imperative for school staffs to find the time for all team members to meet and discuss the data collectively. Stallings present problems of time, scheduling and communicaTfon that must be addressed.
If placement teams are to function effectively, all members must know what to look for. This knowledge may need to be imparted through inservice training, especially for regular class teachers and adm'inistrators. They will need to know how to determine the presence of a discrepancy between achievement and potential. They should know how to identify a specific disability rather than a general learning problem. They will need to understand characteristics of other handicapping conditions which cannot be included in the SLD group. If team members are not knowledgeable, they will simply rubber stamp the opinions of one or two people. Such a practice will not be In the best interest of the child nor will it reflect the in· tent of the law. This issue calls for inservice and pre· service training for school staffs.
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Olag nos tic team members may need to improve their skills In making classroom observations. If the ob· servatlon period is not designed to pinpoint specific behaviors. . the time may not be well spent. The diagnostician will need to have a clear purpose for ob· servation and a systemalic method of recording observed behavior. Other factors will need to be considered such as the time of day selected for observation and com· munication with the classroom teacher.
There is a need for more research to study the whole area of SLD. This need is recognized and supported by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped. However, until such time as research can give more definitive in· formation, the federal guideli nes are an important step towards providing some consistency. The regulations are not as precise as some professionals had hoped for. But they are responsive to the varied views of professionals throughout the United Slates. Considering the current state of the art, these guidelines may best serve American children for the time being.
Mainstreaming is becoming one of the most visible and controversial issues in educational discussion today.
An operational approach to mainstreaming -making it work by Gary A. Livingston With the signing into law of PL 94·142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, a new era has emerged in public education. Associated with this apparent educa· tlonal metamorphasis is a renewed Interest in providing handicapped children a myriad of experiences within the more normal constructs of our educational system. This effort of course, addresses very specifically the intent of the law in mandating appropriate educational opportuni· ties, least restrictive educational alternatives and individu· allzed educational programs for all handicapped children.
As implied, mainstreaming is becoming one of the most visible and controversial Issues in educational discussion today. School districts across the country are Inevitably suffering from growing and modification pains experienced in their efforts to meet these newly mandated requirements.
In reviewing current literature, very little has been written about the actual development and Implementation of an appropriate mainstreaming model. Generally, the literature has been descriptive of theoretical frameworks and has addressed administrative implications regarding rights and responsibilities as major issues, rather than practical implementation.
With this In mind, the critical issue becomes one of establishing a viable process for reintegrating handl· capped children into regular educational programs. Due to the complexity and practical implications involved in this process, a systemic model for mainstreaming Is necessary. Therefore, the purpose of this paper Is to propose a practical guide describing a procedural system for safeguarding the re·entry of handicapped children into more normal educational experiences.
The operational paradigm and descriptive narrative presented in this paper is an effort to more concretely formulate a procedural system for the mainstreaming process. More importantly, it attempts to describe and establlsh safeguard s, emphasizing the essential function of inter-program communication and cooperation (special and regular ed.). to eMure more appropriate educational programs for handicapped students.
As depicted in figure 1., the responsibility for lmple· mentlng an appropriate educational plan for a handl · capped child is that of the special education teacher. Therefore, any initial main. streaming attempt becomes the responsibility of that special education teacher. In ad· dition, the special class teacher Is responsible for aug· mentlng a cooperative communication arrangement with regular ed ucational programs, and especially with those regular curricular experiences determined appropriate for that special student.
However, prior to any actual mainstreaming en· deavor, three pre-Implementation issues need to be ad· dressed . Initially, the special teacher is responsible for assessing the regular classroom to determine the student skill expectations and behavioral standards necessary for an exceptional child to successfully partici pate in this regular class experience. Second ly, the special teacher Is responsible for developing an open fou r-way communi· cation process. This shout\! involve the special teacher, regutar class teacher, building principal and the parents, in an effort to Identify appropriate procedural arrange· ments and safeguards for reintegrating the special student into the proposed regular classroom experience. Thirdly, appropriate assessment of the special student's strengths and weaknesses must be accomplished. With this In· formation compiled , direct appllcation of educational In· tervention strategies can be Implemented within the special classroom. Specifically, these efforts will attempt to strengthen those learning skill s identi fied as deficient, and to improve to a level commensurate with those required for successful reintegration into the proposed regular class.
Having completed the three preliminary respon· sibllltles, communication mu st occur between the regular teacher, special education teacher, and building principal to approve and implement the proposed mainstreaming experience.
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As the mainstreaming endeavor Is Implemented, it then becomes the responsibility of the special teacher to make a commitment to assist and support the regulat classroom program. Often, student skill deficiencies do not present themselves in the Isolated special class sltua· tion, but may be identified within the context of the regular class. In addition, the building principal, as the ad· minls trator of the total school program, would be respon· sible for monitoring the mainstreaming effort, and for assuring the continuity and appropriateness of this regu lar class experience In meeting the handicapped student's educational needs.
Ongoing evaluation of the regular class placement is essential. If discrepancies do arise, initial action should be taken cooperatively between the special and regular class teachers to see if, In fact, with in the regular clas s specific alterations, modifications or support strategies could be implemented to maintain the special student in the regular program. If however, these efforts are not sue· cessful, then by mutual consent and cooperation the ex· ceptlonal child could be returned to the special class.
If for some reason, this return process does break down, the building administrator should be consulted. As the building administrator, it would then be his responsiblllty to make a decision, based on information provided at a building level staffing, as to whether the main· streaming effort would continue, would be altered, or would be terminated. The building principal may wish to involve assistance from special service staff, on a con· sultlve basis, to augment this decision process.
In summary, any successful mains treaming attempt must be a cooperative effort involving high level com· munlcatlons between the special teacher, the regular teacher, building administrator and the parents. This fourway communication cycle should provide the vehicle for providing appropriate experiences for special children in the reg ular class. However, no special student should remain in a regular class, when he cannot materially benefit from such a program. A determination has to be made, whether In fact, the regular class or the special class, for this particular student, is a more restrictive educational environment .
EDUCA TIO NAL"CO NSID ERA TIO NS 
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In the area of special education, the question of programming has been highl ighted In recent years with the emphasis on mainstreaming. Programming and fund· Ing provisions are so interrelated that, depending on the funding formula implemented, the types of services provided for the handicapped can be either expanded or con tracted. An efficient funding method should provide for maximum flexibility in programming at the district level. This is not always the situation as evidenced by requirements in some states for establishment of self· contained classrooms to qualify for state funds for ex· ceptional chi ldren .
The history of programming for the handicapped has been domi nated by the self-contained special class. At the beginning of the 1970s almost four mi llion children were receiving special education in the United States. The primary mode of del ivery for these special services up until that time had been the self-contained class. In the early 1970s a major change in programming was begun with the movement away from special classes for children with mild or moderate hand icaps tow ard the integration of these children Into regular classes. Due to legislation, litigation and the concern of educational specialists, delivery systems are no longer limited to a choice be· tween the self-contained special class and the self· contained regular class. At the present time, a number of viable alternatives can be found between these two ex· tremes. However, in too many instances a funding method can thwart a district's effort to provide a broad continu um of services.
Equal educational opportunity for exceptional children is no longer expressed merely in terms of a free public education but also that a child is entitled to an education appropriate to his or her needs. Providing an ap· propriate education, or an education in the least restric· tive environment, is a growing concern voiced not only by Spting, 1918 the courts but expressed in state and federal statutes. Public Law 94-142, which provides increased federal funds for special education, requires that states provide procedural safeguards to assure, "that, to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped children .. . are educated with children who are not handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling ·or other removal of handicapped children from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily." With widespread concern and mandates for mainstreaming, it becomes apparent that states must have funding mechanisms which encourage, or at least do not inhibit, the establishment of alternative delivery systems .
Funding Methods
The funding formulas adopted for allocating state funds to the local districts vary widely a.mong the states. The types of reimbursement have been categorized in a number of ways. For the purposes of this paper, they are grouped into four categories: (1) unit, (2) pupil, (3) percentage reimbursement and (4) excess cost. Each formula is briefly identified to provide a perspective for examining funding programs for the handicapped.
Unit. States employing unit formulas distribute a fixed amount to districts for classroom, administrative or transportation units. Most frequently payments are a predetermined flat amourit for each unit designated. Classroom units may be expressed as a certain pupil/teacher ratio. Calculations would then be made by dividing the total number of handicapped pupils by the designated classroom size. Class sizes may vary for dif· ferent categories of exceptlonallty or may simply be the same for all categories. A varia. tion of the unit method is the weig hted classroom unit. The special classroom units are weighted against the regular classroom units (e.g ., $5,000 per regular classroom plus $2,000 for approved special education classrooms).
Pupil. Pupil formulas can be classified as either straight sum or weighted . . Under the straight sum, an amount In addition to the regular per pupil amount would be allocated per handicapped pupil. This amount could vary with the handicapping condition or simply involve a flat amount regardless of category. Under a weighted pupil formula, the local district is reimbursed on the basis of a multiple of the regular per pupil allocation. Florida has the most extensive weighted formuta employing 15 special education categories ranging in value from 2.30 to 15.00 (Florida Statutes, Ch. 236). Several other states employ weighted formulas, however, utilizing fewer categories.
Percentage Reimbursement. Under a percentage reimbursement formula, a predetermined percentage of the costs incurred is reimbursed by the state. The percentage of reimbursement spans the gamut from very low to 100 percent, from personnel only to full program. States may impose a ceiling on the amount which is reim· bursable or reimburse on total of state approved costs.
Excess Cost. A number of states have adopted the ex· cess cost approach to funding. This formula necessitates determining the amount by which special education ex· penditures exceed expenditures for the regular child. These costs can be either partially or fully funded by the state.
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Efficiency in Funding
In selecting a particular procedure for funding special education programs, consideration should be given to problem areas which may be encountered. Certain formulas have Inherent weaknesses which may interfere with the effectiveness or efficiency of a program if com· pensation is not made for them . This is especially true when considering the issue of mainstreaming. Data are limited at this point to measure the efficiency of current financing provisions; however, there are identifiable problem areas which can resu lt in a lack of efficiency. Two of these issues are addressed here -programming and average cost funding. Prior to discussing these. however. a few of the general issues whose impact must be considered In evaluating or selecting a funding method are enumerated.
First, funding for special education programs more adequately meets the needs of students when the variation In program cost is recognized . When a unit or a flat pupi l allocation Is employed , there is no consideration of this cost variation. However, recognition of the cost variation may create fiscal incentives for incorrect placement. For example, under a weighted pupil formula there may be an advantage to placing a child in a' higher cost category. A related issue centers around the question of the appropriate class size for a handicapping condition. This is difficult to control in a formula unless a limit is placed on class size. Under the unit system, class size may be increased to lower per pupil cost. With the weighted pupil system, larger classes generate additional funds without a commensurate increase in operational cost. Another Issue, related to the placement question, is labeling of students. This is necessitated by the very nature Of many funding systems. To identify costs whether under a pupil, unit, percentage reimbursement or excess cost method, in many cases means tracking the child to a particular category. Avoiding the problem of labeling thus appears to be incompatible with many funding mechanisms. Finally, systems involving approved programs or approved special education costs (such as percentage reimbursement or excess cost) encounter the problem of determining just what is an appropriate program. An expectation of such funding would be a requirement for a high level of standardization in programs or delivery systems from the state level to en· sure comparability among districts. Therefore, potential danger exists for inflexible programmjng. These are only a few of the broader issues of which pol icy makers shou Id be aware in funding special education programs.
Programming. Provisions for educating the hand· lcapped in the ' 'least restrictive environment" is a state consideration in allocating funds. Al though a state may not mandate and specifically fund a number of alternative delivery systems, at a minimum it should ensure that the formula does not restrict the decision making of the districts in this area.
The question a district must ask then is which delivery systems shOuld be provided for effective programming. M.C. Reynolds (1962) proposed a framework of delivery systems in the 196-0s which has been recom· mended procedurally by many stale departments of education. These services for public schools span the range from complete retention in the regular class to segregation in the special class. Recognition is provided for the fact that some handicapped children can remain in regular classes with minor support services. This can be a form of Indirect service where a consultant advises or assists the regular teacher or direct service where an Itinerant teacher provides additional instruction to the child In tile regular classroom setting. As the problems of a child become more severe or complex, more restrictive placement is requ ired such as the resource room, parttime special class , or full-time special class. For the more restrictive dellvery systems, greater resources and specialized personnel are needed; and, thus, the programs become more expensive.
Florida Is one of the states recommending a typology similar to that of Reynolds; however, an examination ol the existing delivery systems revealed only two primary systems-the self-contained classroom and the resource room (Cambron, 1976) . This practice can be traced to the method ol Implementation of the formula. Funds are earned through studen t contact which means that delivery systems with no contact or minimum contact between a teacher and s tudent cannot generate sufliclent funds to cover the operational costs. With the exception o f services from the resource roorn, supplemental services provided for the handicapped child enrolled in the regular classroom must be !uncled at the local district level without state assistance.
The unit formula !or reimbursement sulfers from a similar weakness, especially in funding instructional units. Too often full·tlme placement in a program Is required. When only special classes are funded, funds necessary for malnslreaming costs are usually not available. Under percentage reimbursement, the district may be templed to place children in the least expensive program: this In turn reduces the o pti ons for placement. The same situation may exist for excess cost formulas depending on the celling level. Although when 100 percent reimbursement of excess costs is provided, maximum flexibility should exist unless the state has Im· posed narrow programming decisions with relation to which expenditures qualify tor reimbursement .
Average Cost Funding. The formulas identified in· volve an averaging of costs (unless 100 percent of actual expenditures are reimbursed). An amount reflecting an average cost is normally establlshed. States utilizing weighted pupil units for specified handicapping con· ditlons may establish an index or cost factor for ex· ceptlonal categories based on a state-wide or national average. Thia average does not reflect varying costs associated with severity of handicap or costs incurred at the Individual district level. This Is true of the other formulas when an "average" amoun t Is established on a unit basis or as a percentage of reimbursement.
· The question must then be asked, "Can Individual needs be effectively met with average funding?" Costs of programs Increase with the severity of handicap due to greater resource Inputs. In looking at a hypothetical exam· pie, assume that there are three levels of severity In. an educable mentally retarded program, with the levels being mild moderate and severe. If varying costs, in addition to the r'egular program cost, are attached per pupil such as $300 (mild), $500 (moderate) and S1 ,000 (severe), an average per pupil cost of $600 is obtained. All d istricts then regardless of severity of children will receive $600 per pupil, which may result in underfunding of some districts and overfunding of others. Districts with a large number of severely handicapped children wil l find themselves maximizing class sizes to decrease per pupil cost, failing to provide ancillary services and administration, 34 and placing child ren inappropriately to increase funds. Researchers who have been Involved in cost analysis studies emphasize that average costs derived from studies do not reflect the individual district costs. One of the reasons attributed to the variation in program costs among districts is the use of alternative delivery systems with varying resource input. s. Aggregations at lhe state level have o nly provided for averages by exceptional categories with no recognition of the cost variation connected with delivery systems. Thus, funding is based on this average which may unduly restrict program decision making.
Cost of Mainstreaming
Researchers have recognized that programming is crucial in determining the costs In special education. In fact, several researchers have admonished that "if fund· Ing Is to reflect costs, the states' method of reim· bursement to local districts must take into account the costs of specific program alternatives" (Bernstein, Hart· man, Kirst & Marshall, 1974, p. 16) . Others have noted that "the magnitude of the differentials In educational cost are inextricably linked to the type of delivery system used in providing the various educational programs" (Rossmiller & Moran, 1973, p. 67) .
Even thoug h there has been substantial interest In the cost of alternative dellvery systems, very little research has been conducted to delineate lhese costs. Most of the studies have investigated the dlflerential cost be· tween the regular program and exceptional program areas. These studi es have indicated that exceptional programs often vary in cost from one and one-half to four times the cost of regular programs depending on l he program area, severity of impairment and resources involved (Ross: milter, Hale. & Frohreich, 1970; Institute for Ed uca· 11onal Finance, 1974) . If the mainstreaming concept is to be incorporated directly into funding methods, a similar empiric al base is needed to formulate recom· mended funding levels. The author was recently involved In a comprehensive school finance study in the state o f West Virginia in which dellvery system costs were examined to provide such a base for that state (Educational Flnance and Research Institute, 1977) . Some of the results from the study are briefly summarized below.
In the West Virginia s tudy, all program areas in the 55 school districts were examined using state-level ex· pendlture and enrollment data. For the area of special education, 11 categories of exoeptionalities and three delivery systems were identified . The three delivery systems employed were the self.contained classroom, resource room , and itinerant teacher. A full-t ime equivalency (FTE)" cost and cost Index were delermined for each category and for each delivery system within the category. For example, in the educable mental ly retarded program (EMA), the program cost Index was 1.93 which means that on a total program basis It costs 1.93 times the basic program cost (elementary) to provide services for EMA s tudents. In breaking out the delivery systems withi n this program, the following ratios were found: selfcontained 1. 7 4, resource room 2.15, Itinerant teacher 5.25. Although on an FTE basis the resource room and itinerant teacher delivery systems have a much higher Index, on a per pupil basis the cost is considerably smaller (e.g., the resource room index of 2.15 with an average FTE enrollment of 10.25 would be reduced to 1.58 on a per pupil basis since the average number of students actually
WVCll TIONAL CON SIDER /\ TIONS served was 20.50). Each program was examined in a similar manner. Over all program areas, cost indices for delivery systems were: self-contained 1.90 , resource room 2. 11 and itinerant teacher 8.03. The very high index for the itinerant teacher was attributed to low caseloads in the disorders of communication category. Even though this study only examined three alternatives at the state level, II demonstrates that these costs are obtainable, that variations In cost of delivery systems are substantial enough to warrant recognition and that further in· vestigation Is needed with a broader array of alternatives at the district level.
Conclusions
On a limit ed basis, several states have recognized the varying cos t of delivery systems through their provisions for severity of handicapping c onditions. For Instance, Florida has Identified three special programs as having full-time and part-time students. Cost factors are assigned to each with the full-time program designated as a special self-contained class and the part-time pr0gram as a resou rce room (Florida Statutes, Ch. 236). The New Mexico system goes further by specifically identifying four delivery systems and assigning cost factors to these (New Mexico Statutes, Ch. 8). The four found in New Mexico are: itinerant teacher, resource room, self· contained (moderate), and self-contained (severe). Even though other states do not integrate the funding and prograll) alternatives, several who require reimbursement of approved program costs suggest program alternatives which reflect severity.
It is feasible to Integrate the costs of miiinstreaming into existing formulas. This would mean under a unit for· mula that the units to be funded would be alternative programming arrangements . For instance, using the Reynolds' framework for a model, Instead of just teacher units, units w ould be designated for itinerant teachers. resource room teachers and so forth. Under a weighted pupil formula, weights might be assigned, instead of on a categorical basis, on a delivery system basis. Percentage reimbursement and excess cost w ou ld Involve e. stablishing approved program costs on the basis of delivery sy stems.
Incorporating delivery systems into fundi ng mOdels would provide for greater efficiency in several ways. First, flexibility would be provided In programming. The various program alternatives would allow for placement in an en· vironment which would more closely meet the needs of SPRING, 1976 the handicapped child. Second, the problem of labeli ng and the resulting stig matization could be avoided with this method. The funding formula, In and of ltsetf, would not necessitate categorization. Research indicates that program resource inputs vary with severity, therefore, resource rooms or other alternatives with similar pupil/teacher ratios would also have similar costs. For funding purposes a cos1 could be attached to the deliveiy systems rather than particular exceptional categories. Finally, allocations would be more aligned with costs. An average cost would still be employed, hOwever, the average would more closely reflect actual costs since severity Is considered. 
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Col leges of education throughout the country are responding to the mainstreaming movement. For the most part, they are attempting to identify the competencies required of the regular classroom teacher to effective ly teach handicapped ch ildren "mainstreamed" into their classrooms. Once identified, there is an attempt to integrate the teaching of those competencies into the regular teacher training program or through separate modules or courses designed as an option. It is too early to determine whether or not this approach wilt be effective. Certainly, at first observation it appears to be appropriate. At least, a purposefu l response is occurring. Bu t under careful scrutiny such efforts may prove to be totally insufficient.
In the realm of speculation, let us compare the circumstances in the public schools with those in colleges of education as they pertain to mainstream ing or, more specifically, to implementing the principles embedded in PL 94-142.
The public schools are being asked to: ... shift instruct ional responsibility for the hand-. icapped child from the special education to the regular classroom teacher except where the seriousness of the child's handicap warrants more '•restrictive'' alternatives . . . . reallocate financial resources to accomodate the costs incurred In providing an appropriate education for alt handicapped chi ldren and youth . . . . alter their organizational structure in order to meet the detailed and highly structured due-process reQulrements. . . . impl ement an approach to individualized Instruction for the handicapped which goes beyond what they have been able to do for nonhandicapped students.
involve their consumers, i.e., parents in in· structional planning for the handicapped. .. . change the assigned roles of staff members to assure compliance with the requirements and procedural requirements of PL 94·142. ..• add one more major responsibility to the many "leadership" roles of the build Ing principal. Much like the pub I le schools, colleges of education are also facing a set of demands related to the "main· streaming Issue." An exam ination of the existing climate in both settings reveals a number of similarities. Descriptive Quotations from the perspective of local sc hools and colleges of education are used to contrast the circumstances in the two settings. These comments are obviously contrived, but they are not fictitious. They do describe a general set of parallel conditions which exist in the public schools and In colleges of education. But there is a difference. The public schools really do not have a choice. Not only must they change, but they must do so within a specified time regardless of other concurrent demands for change being experienced by them.
The responses by the public schools have been varied, but there have been responses. The operational responses toward meeting the requirements of PL 94·1 42 are highly visible. Certainly, the responses are influenced by the enforcement nature of the law and the role of SEA's and the U.S. Office of Education in the evaluation process. The point is that in the face of having to make major changes within the restrictions of a specific time line and in the context of a less than enthusiastic climate, changes are occurring.
Whereas colleges of education may eventually become conspicuous by their failure to change, they are under no mandate to implement speci fic changes in teacher education which are analogous to those Jaced by the public schools. This is not to suggest that changes in teacher education are not essential; they are. But the probability of change is dependent on leadership and not assured as a result of enforceable mandates such as those which exist for local schools.
The purpose of this article is not to argue for the same level and type of change on the part of colleges of education that is being required of the public schools because of PL 94-142 In the name ·of "mainstreaming." Certainly, there are changes which ought to occur in the preparation of teachers and adm lnistrators as a result of PL 94·142 and some changes will occur in most, if not all colleges of education. But will the changes be sufficient? Not only sufficient to meet the requirements of PL 94·142, but sufficient to satisfy the critics of teacher education generally. Perceptions of colleges of education may vary from campus to campus, but there are many common themes. For example, they are often accused of accepting poorer students and rewarding them with higher grades, overproducing and adding to employment problems, not practicing what they preach "teach", being rigid in their structuring of course requirements and unresponsive to contemporary critical issues. There are even some con· sumers who believe that school districts shou ld train their own teachers. Regardless of the validity of these perspectives, for those who hold them such perceptions represent reality.
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The point to be made Is that there may be an ad· vantage In capitalizi ng on the conditions created by PL 94-142 as a basis for more pervasive change within colleges of education which can address the full array of concerns in teacher education. For example, PL 94-142 Is a unique piece of educational legislation; It mandates very specific practices, it represents a statement of public policy, it has received high visibility, and above all the Impact of legislation effects Individuals from al l walks of Il le. There Is also a sophisticated advocacy force emerging to insure close monitoring of its implementation. These conditions give rise to expectations of teacher education, hopefully, this means colleges of education. Why not capitalize on the expectancy of PL 94-142 and Initiate visible changes which may be under the guise of responding to the "mainstream" issue but which could create a better set of cir· cumstances In which to deal wltl1 the broader perceptions previously cited .
• Regardless of the achievements that may occur in a college of education, it seems that they are rarely acknowledged or at least they continue to be overshadowed by the prevailing traditional perspectives. Not only does this operate at the program level, but It tends to be a generalized situation. For example, the Phi Beta Kap· pan does not cancel out the student who transfers Into education after not being admitted to another field, the outstanding professor does not cancel out the professor who continues to perpetuate the teaching o f outmoded conten t, nor does the progress In developing performance based programs alter the "education" course Image o f teacher training.
While it would be naive to suggest that reorganizing colleges of education would resu lt In their becoming more responsive or alter their status ln the reallocation process within their parent institutions, reorganization may be a necessary condition or context for more purposeful change. In other words, It may require a highly visible effort in order for change in col leges o f education to be believable. This is not a criticism of existing colleges of education, It Is an observation of the status which appears to have been acquired by colleges of education. Thus, it may not be enough to pursue change related to issues such as mainstreaming, proficiency testing, performance· based training, etc. within the present context. It may be that to fully actualize the benefit of change will require a major overt effort involving reorganization of ad· ministrative structure. Restructuring would not be the goal, rather It would serve as the context in which other changes could occur. Thus, the agenda would need to be carefully planned.
. For the sake of discussion, let us look at the question of organization. It cou ld be argued that the typical structure which Involves departments of administration, counseling, educational psychology, special education, etc. is no longer compatible with the mission of colleges of education or that the structure restricts the responsiveness of colleges of education. The present situation in many cases hal; nurtured the evolvement of miniature self. contained colleges of education under the guise of de· partments. In many -ways, this occurrence serves ad· mlnlstrative needs better than the needs of faculty mem· bers and/or students. One option would be to organize from the perspective of function, i.e., teaching, evaluation, technology, development and school organization. Using 38 teaching as an example, you would include In this depart· ment faculty members with primary responsibility for teaching methods-type skills. An organizational model which brings faculty together based on their Instructional mission would not minimize their need to alflliate with their colleagues In the discipline domain, e.g., special education, educational psychology, elementary edu· cation, etc. but that could be accomplished through another level of organization.
A structure with this orientation would have certain advantages. For exam pie such an organization:
Breaks down the emerging practice of depart· ments becoming "self-contained" miniature colleges of education. Allows for the grouping of faculty talent by their teaching mission; for example, It may be unreasonable to expect to have faculty with strong methods skills in every traditional department. Enhances the capability for preparing teachers to teach most children. Encourages decisions on replacement to be made on the need for specific teaching talent In the college rather than In a department. Provides more flexibility in exigency situations in that emphasis is shifted from traditional department design to programs. Maximizes Investments in intructional resources for teacher training. Presently each traditional department advocates for its own Instructional resources and thus causes instructional resources to be dispersed.
Could have the effect of encouraging better research or at least encouraging research which address problems which are less parochial.
Makes visible the emphasis on teaching potential teachers to teach. At the same lime, it makes visible the need for resources.
Space does not permit an extensive discussion on potential organizational variations. For purposes of this article, such a discussion Is not necessary. The intent of this article has been to suggest that the mainstreaming Issue could be used as a vehicle by colleges of education to address a wider array of needed changes. Perceptions commonly held of colleges of education must be dealt with In an almost exaggerated manner if the change Is to be acknowledged. The author has argued that program· matlc changes will probably not be sufficient unless they are couched in the more visible context of changes In the organizational structure. At the same time, changes in the organizational structure alone wo uld not be sufficient.
The general tenor of attitudes among consumers and the public constituency in general dictates that those who want to be responsive to needed changes in education must deal with a set of political realities beyond the substantive nature of what needs to be changed. Unless change can occur In a manner which alters previously held attitudes toward colleges of education, little Is gained. As educators we can argue that those attitudes are dated or unjustified, but the fact remai ns that for those who hold them they represent reality.
EDUCA 1'0NAL CON SIDF.RI\ TIONS
Central to integration is the idea of moving the student as soon as possible to a less restrictive setting as far along the continuum as appropriate. The purpose of this article Is to briefly review the current practice of mainstream ing and to consider the more futuristic and workable alternative of least restrictive environment. A model of least restrictixe environment will be proposed.
Beyond
Past and Current Approaches
Specia l ed ucati on has served handi capped youngsters through the alternatives depicted in the hlerar· chy of services model by Reynolds (1962) and repor1ed in Kirk (1972) . The services include: hospitals and treatment centers, hospital school, residential school, special day school, full-1ime special class. part.time class, regu lar classroom plus resource room service, regular classroom with supplemental teaching or treatment, regu lar classroom with consultation and most problems handled in regular classrooms. The self-con tained class setting has been used and abused the most of all these alter· natives.
Mainstreaming
The topic of mains treaming Is one of the most frequently reported subjec ts In the literature since 1970. Jordan (1974) describes mainstreaming as a " program of enrolling and teaching exceptional children in regular classes for the majority of the school day." Martin (1974) raised the issue of " attitudes, fears, anxieties and possibly over rejection, which may face handicapped children, not Just from their schoolmates, but from the adults in the schoo ls." Zemanek (1 977) related that " If educators are to attain the goals of Individualizatio n and normalization. they cannot ig nore the potential that main· streaming offers. ·· · Casper (1975) broached the question of " What is Mainstreaming?" According to his work, mainstreaming Is:
•providing the most appropriate ed ucation for each chil d in the least restrictive setting.
•looking at the educational needs of children In· stead of clinical or diagnostic labels such as men· tally handicapped, learning disabled, physically handicapped, hearing impal red or gifted.
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•looking for and creating alterna1ives that will help general educators serve children with learning or adjustment problems In lhe regular setting.
•some approaches being used to help achieve this are consulting teachers, methods and maierials specialist, itinerant teachers and resource room teachers.
•uniting the skills of general education and special education so that all children may have equal educational opportun ity. Mainstreaming is not:
•wholesale return of all exceptional children in special classes to regular classes.
•permitting children with special needs to remain in regular class rooms without the support servic es that they need.
• ignoring the need -0f some children for a more special ized program than c an be provided in the general education program • ignoring the need of some ch ildren for a more specialized program than can be provided in the general education program.
• less c ostly than serving children in special selfcontained classrooms. (p. 174) Meisgeier (1976) indicates that a common thread running through o perational mainstreaming programs is the emphasis on what might be called (a) systems approaches to service delivery, (b) application of the principles of applied behavior analysis (which is viewed as compatible with humanistic goals), and (c) program accountability.
(p. 249) Essential ingredients for quality transition. With the popularization of mainstreaming, many programs at· tempted to convert from basically a self·contained classroom approach to mainstreami ng children into regular classes. Three essential ingredients for quality transition now seem apparent: (a) resource rooms, (b) diagnostic ·pr escr iptlve teaching (DPl), and (c) training of regular teachers o n the topic of exceptional learners.
The efficacy of the resource room for retarded children was reported by Walker (1 974). Based on a program implemented by the Philadelphia School System, " the academic and social-emotional needs o f l he ment ally retarded child can be met as well, if not better, in the resource room program as in the special class." Ysseldyke and Salvia (1974) present a concise discussion of the DPT process as 40 the steps in d iagnostic·prescriptive teachi ng Include identification or children who are experiencing learn· ing difficulties, diagnostic delineation of learner strengths and weaknesses and prescriptive Intervention (spec ific ation of goals, methods, strategies, material, etc.) in light of these s trengths and weaknesses. Effective diagnostic·prescriptive teaching rests.on four critical assumptions: 1.Child ren enter a teaching situation with strengths and weaknesses. 2. These strengths and weaknesses are c asually related to the acQuisition of academic skills. 3. These strengths and weaknesses can be reliably and val idly assessed. 4. There are welt identified links between children's strengths and weaknesses and relative el· fectiveness of instruction. (p. 181) The appropriate training of regular teachers has caused serious concern among educators dealing with mainstream ing attempts. Effort is being expended in pre· service and in-service training to remedy this deficit. Ensher et. al. ( 1977) revealed that "Headstart staffs have sometimes grown openly resentful or highly anxious about the assumption of new responsibilities for which they feel ill equipped in terms o f time, energy, and training." Although Ensher's remarks focused on Head· start personnel, the same is true for most educators. Cantrell and Cantrell (1976) conducted research on preventive mainstreaming through providing supportive services for students. Results of their study " support the hypothesis that regular classroom teachers who have ac· cess to resource personnel trained in ecological analysis and intervention strategies can effect significant achievement gains for students at all levels of 10 functioning."
Future Approach
Least restrictive environment mandate: Futu re approaches to designi ng delivery systems for exceptional children must be consistent with the least restrictive environment (LRE) mandate of P.L. 94 · 142 which s tipulates 1)That to the maximum extent appropriate, hand· icapped children, including childr en in public or private institutions or other facilities, are educated with children who are not handicapped, and 2)That special classes, separate schooling or other remo val of handicapped children from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use of sup· plementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (Federal Register, Aug. 23, 1977, p. 42497) . The continuum of alternative placements must in· elude: 1). . . instruction in regular classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction and instruction in hospitals and Institu tions, and 2) Make provisions lor supplementary services (such as resource room or itinerant instruction) to be provided in conj unc tion with regular class placement. (Federal Reg ister, Aug. 23, 1977, p. 42497) . The least restrict ive environment cannot be con · celved of as placing all handicapped chi ldren in regular grades. The LRE for a severe and profound youngster will be the self contained classroom instead of remaining at home with no service or in an institu tion. The LRE for moderately Involved children may be a part·ti me resource room. Fortunately, the LRE concept does not lead us to believe that every handicapped child wi ll be in regular classes full time, but only to the extent which it is ad· judged optimally benellclal for that child.
Mainstreaming has typically been thought of in terms of phasing handicapped children into regu lar classes. The LRE concept expands the placement alternatives usually· identified with mainstreaming and makes it possible for publ ic schools, private schools, and public institutions to serve as plausible alternatives for a given youngster.
WUCA T10N,\l CONSIDERATIONS
Categories of children to be served: Irrespective of past practices, P.L. 94-142 mandates that all categories of handicapped chi ldren will be served by 1978. Hand· lcapped children means: those children evaluated in accordance with 121a.530-121a.534 as being mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech Impai red, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally distu rbed, orthopedically Impaired, other health impaired, deafblind, multi-handicapped or as having specific learning disabili ties, who because of those impairments need special education and related services. (Federal Register, Aug. 23, 1977, p. 42478) . A detailed list of definitions for each of these exceptional child categories may be found in P.L. 94-1 42 Rules and Regulations 121a.5 published in the Federal Register (1977) .
A Proposed Model For Least Restrictive Environment
Although the concept of least restticllve alternative has been d iscussed for some time in the so-called right to treatment litigation (Amicus, 1977, Singletary, Collings and Den nis, 1977) , the parallel impact in the field of education Is just unfolding. The impetus of the least restrictive environment for public school handicapped studen ts has only recently been set in motion with the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Federal Register, 1977) serving as the catalyst.
For purposes of this article the least restrictive environment will be proposed as a paradigm with four main components: 1) a continuum of alternative Instructional placements, 2) individualized educational plans, 3) the philosophy of Integra tion, and 4) related services. The implication of the least restrictive concept is for special education programs and related services to be provided to handicapped students to the maximum extent possible with children who are not handicapped. These are to be provided in the most appropriate normalized setting in a schoo l which he would attend if not handicapped, unless other arrangements are documented as more appropriate.
The concept of least restrictive environment Is too often narrowly viewed as synonymous with mainstreaming. The focus of mainstreaming In the past was on regular class placement which in some cases was inappropriately viewed as an end In and of itself for all school·age handicapped children and youth. Mainstreaming has typica lly been implemented through some variation of the special class, e.g., part-time or resource. These options are too limited in sequence and narrow in scope to serve the broader concept of least restrictive environ ment.
Continuum ol Alternative Instructional Placemonts
Although ·mainstreaming provisions are an integral element, the paradigm of a continuum of instructional placements is more descriptive of one componen t of the least restrictive environment. A concern, however, In em· phasizing such a continuum Is that it too is general in nature and often limited in its Implementation.
The continuum of alternative instructional placements is presented in Figure 1 . as a locus for discussion. A description of these trad itional provisions is presented. The LRE model depicted in Fig ure 1 . further illustrates the probable alignment of the mi ld, moderate, and severely handicapped students to the appropriate sele<:tlon in the continuum of alternative Instructional placements. Overlap is possible across the degree of severity in SPRINC, 1976 relation to placement. Two overriding concerns irrespective of the placemen t alternative include individualized educational programs and specified related services.
Regular class . Regular class with Indirect supportive services as the base element in the continuum represents minimal intervent ion often including special instructional materials or adaptive equipment for minimally handicapped students who otherwise can get along qui te well In the regular class setting. The second elemen t is the regular class with direct and/or consulting teacher assistance which may includ e direct instruction for mildly handicapped students andlor consultative support to regular class teachers. As a third element the regular class with resource room assistance allows the mildly hand icapped s tudent to receive specialized Ins truction outside the regular class where he sti ll spends the major portion of the school day.
Special class . Conti nuing up the hierarchy the special class placement cha nges focus from the regular class to the special class. In the part-time special class arrangement for the mildly to moderately handicapped some of the school day is spent in regular classes ·but the large portion of Instructional lime Is spent in the special class. The full-lime special class option has o ften been described as a self-contained class. Moderately handicapped students typically receive all academic instruction within the special class apart from regular education students. Integration into non-academic areas often occurs appropriate to the individual student's needs.
Separate provisions. A special day school Is a sep· arate public schOol for the mod erately to severely handicapped students within which comprehensive programs and related services are to be provided. Homecare instruction, In contrast to homebound instruction, which should oe available to all students, may be offered to severely handicapped, non-ambulatory students who may be confined to their residence . If some homecare instruction is offered in a community based center such as a children's nursing home, it may be considered less restrictive than residential placement. Although state hospitals or residential schools provide 24-hour supervision, such settings are more restrictive and one of the most difficult alternatives in which to effectuate the principle of normalliatio n.
The final element in the series of programs is non.public schoo l provisions. Based on a study by Collings (1973) , they are typically segregated and represent a rather dramatic move of handicapped students and a corresponding flow of money from the public sector to the private arena.
lndlvlduallzad Educational Programs
The second proposed componen t integral to the least restrictive environment to be considered in conjunction with the continuum of instructional programs Is In· d lvidualized educational programs. Since the appropriate program for each hand icapped student is to be based on what is required or necessary in behalf of that student, not what presently exists or can be made minimally adequate, a program plan for each student must be implemented. Although, In general, the more severe the hand icappi ng condition, the more restrictive the educational placement may be, such determination ol appropriateness must be documented in an individua lized educational plan (Federal Register, 1977) for each handicapped student. A s tudent ., plan must Include: 1) a s tatement of the present levels of educational performance o f such child, 2) a statement of annual goals, including short-term instruc tional ob· Jectives, 3) a statement of the specific educ ational services to be provided to such child , and the extent to which such child will be able to participate in regu lar educational programs, 4) the proJec ted date for Initiation and anticipated d uration o f such services, and 5) appropriate objec tive criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules for determining, on at least an annual basis, whether instructional objectives are being achieved.
Related Services
Related services (Federal Register, 1977} is Inherent and can provide a summarizing progression: a student is handicapped because he or she requires special education and related services; special ed ucation is the speciall y designed Instruction to meet the student' s unique needs; and related services are those additional services necessary In order for the student to benefit from special educational instruction. Consideration of the four components In the leas t restrictive environment paradigm is one way to approach the process o f Insur ing a free appropriate public education for all handicapped children and youth.
Philosophy of Integration
The final proposed compo nent of the least restrictive conceP.I is the philosophy of Integr ation . Central to in· tegration is the idea o f moving the s tudent as soon as possible to a less restric tive setting but only as tar along the continuum as appropriate. One consideration Is what Kolstoe (1975) referred to as the domain of performance. If, for example, at the element ary school level the Individual student plan for a mi ldly handic apped s tudent In· eluded an emphasis on academics as the domain of per· rormance, then a program in the continuum which allowed Integration in regular classes to the ful lest extent may be the most appropriate approach. In contrast, however, at the secondary level, If the necessary emphasis for a moderately handicapped student Is on pre -vocational or vocational ski lls, increasing segregation in a work-study program or sheltered work shop setti ng may be appro priate.
In tegration is a matter of deg ree relative to the abilities and needs of a particular student. Fo r a severely handicapped student who was formerly in a resid ential setting to be educated via a special school in the com· munlty seems as appropriate a level of integration as Is the mainstreaming of a mildly handicapped st udent into regular classes.
The net elfect of Integration must be d emonstration of a compelling interest In behalf of the hand icapped student to justify a particular educational placement. Educational change of status requires procedu ral safeguards from Initial evaluation to plac ement recommendations as well as full d isclosure of s tudent information, and positive Informed consent by the student's SP~INC, 1978 parent or guardian for any propos ed educational In· terventlons.
Summary
In summary, mainstreaming was viewed from the per· spective of where the conc ept l its into the Reyno lds model and how many Individuals perceive it as placing ex· ceptional children into reg ular classrooms. The steps necessary to make a successful transition w ere presented. A futuristic approach was presented through a least restrictive environment model consistent with P.L. 94-142. In order to be characterized as the least restrictive environment, the continuum of instructional programs must be viewed from a philosophy o f integration. Es sen · tiaf components of the LRE include the individualized student plan and related services.
